DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 078 377 8P 006 332
AUTHOR Fitch, Thomas; Klima, Kenneth
TITLE A Comparative sStudy of Illinois State University

Elementary Teacher Graduates of the Feqular Student
Teaching and the Joliet Teacher Education Center
Programs 1970-71Y,

INSTITUTION Illinois state Univ,, Normal. Dept, of Tlementary
Education,

PUP CATE 72

NOTE 77p.

EDRS PRICE MF-3$0.65 HC-$3.29

DESCRIPTORS Research Projects; *student Attitudes; *Student

opinion; Student Teachers; *sStudent Teaching;
*Teaacher Education; *Teacher Fducation Curriculum

ABSTRACT

Student graduates' opinions regarding their teacher
preparation programs were surveyed, compared, and evaluated. The two
programs studied were the reqular student teaching program at
Illinois State University (I.S8.U.) and the Joliet Teaching Fducation
center Program (J.T.E.C.). Participants were 75 J.T.E.C. students and
75 students from the 1.S.U. program. A questionnaire of 110 items was
constructed to investigate the elements of each program. Return data
were machine-scored and converted to punched data cards for
statistical evaluation. A chi square analysis was utilized,
permitting comparison of responses for each group on each item.
Results were grouped in ten corresponding categories: demographic
data, postgraduate employment, student teaching placement,
undergraduate preparation, occurrence of problems, college
supervision, public school supervision, extraclassroom activities,
time commitments, overall evaluation, and commitment. (MJIM)



S

FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COF;Y

m e e e —

N COMPARATIVE STUDY NF
ILLINODIS STATE UNIVERSITY
ELEMENTARY TEACHER GRADUATES NF
THE REGULAR STUDENT TEACHING AND
THE JOLIET TEACHER EDUCATINN CENTER PROGRAMS
1970-71

ED 075377

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
AOVCATION & WRLPARE
OPPICE OF ROUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT MAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY AS AECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION OMG
INATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPWNY
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSAMLY
REPRESEINT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU
CATION POSITION OR POLICY

AN OPINION SURVEY OF GRADUATES

IN ELEMENTARY EDUCATION

=

Conducted by
THOMAS FITCH AND KENNETH KLIMA

S E

Through a Grant from

THE FACULTY RESt \R"H PROGRAM., ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY

NORMAL, ILLINOIS
1972

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



ACKNOWLEDCMENTS

Our thanks are extended to Dr. Donald J. I''amico,
superintendent of Schools, Joliet District #86, his staff
and the Board of School Inspectors. The invaluable assist-
ance of building principals and supervising teachers has
been dc ‘'ly appreciated. The substantive support of these
individuals has been and continues to warrant the highest
r2cognition and appreciation of the Department of Elementary
Education at Illinois State University.

The authors wish to express their sincere appreciation
to Ms. Cindy Getson and Leretta Dodson for their invaluable
assistance 1n the preparation of this report. Appreciation
is also extended to Dr. George Drew, Chairmun, Department of
Elementary Education; Dr. Ronald Halinski, Director, Measure-
ment and Evaluation Service; and Dr. Cecilia J. Lauby,
Director, Professional Laboratory Experiences, all of Illinois
State University. This research was supported hy Research
Grant No. 71-90 from the Faculty Research and Grants Committee
of illinois State University with the cooperation of the
Joliet Teacher Education Center.

The writers accept total responsibility for the contents
of this document. The opinions expressed herein do not
mn~essarily reflect the position or policy of Illinois State
University, and no official endorsement by Illinois State
Uaiversity should be inferred.

T.F.

K.K.

Cover Design and Art Work
by Barbara Alft



PREFACE

Professor J. B. Stroud, Educational Psychologist from the
University of lowa concluded, after a long and distinguished career,
that teachers and prospective teachers have more confidence in the
application of psychological findings when such “indings can be
corroborated under regular classroom conditions. The experimental
laboratory conditions exclude too many of the variables which are
known to operate in more realistic classrovom settings. Consequently,
the research on teaching and learning that is most beneficial to
the practitioner is that which passes the test of use in regular
classrooms.

Concern, too, has been expressed about the adequacy and degree
of realism in teacher education programs, for there is recent evi-
dence to indicate that many professional education programs are not
graduating students who are preparec to meet the challenges of con-
temporary public schools, especially those of the inner city. There
is a need, therefor», to analyze critically those teacher education
programs which, traditionally, have been campus-based, in order to
determine whether or not other more effective arrangéments for pre-
paring teachers might be made.

In the 19£9-70 academic year, The Elementary Education Depart-
ment at Illinois State University initiated an embryonic teacher
education center in Joliet, Il1linois. This undertaking established
3 precedent for using resident faculty members to offer courses
and practicum experiences off campus for resident credit.

The time has come to evaluate the teacher education program
in Joliet. Evaluation is necessary for several reasons: (1) to see

if the project is achieving its goals; (2) to see if its graduates
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are different in their performance when compared to graduates from
the traditional, campus-based program; and (3) to determine if a
major universi-y's teacher education program is truly accountable
and r2sponsive to the needs of an urban area. Even thougn profes-
sional educators have long known the crucial role of evaluation,
its importance seems preeminent in this age of accountability.
Thus, there is the obligation to measure the effec.s of any new
program. This study, "A Comparative Study of ll1linois State Uni-
versity Elementary Teacher Graduates of the Regular Studc.t Teach-
ing and the Joliet Teacher Education Programs," is a significant
effort in this direction.

Or. Thomas Fitch and Mr. Kenneth Klima conducted this follow-
up study by analyzing data collected via questionnaiges. The in-
vestigators enjoyed an impressive return of approximately 92%.
Analysis of these data revealed that over 90% of the students who
participated in the Joliet Teacher Education Center program were
employed in spite of the current shortage of teaching positions.
It was not possible to identify all of the variables which caused
this, but it is doubtful if the phenomenon is one that can be ex-
plained entirely by statistical data. Therefore, a scheme needs
to be developed to evaluate the Joliet Teacher Education Center on
the basis of data that can be analyzed statistically and on the
basis of information that cannot be analyzed statistically ----

“"hard" and "soft" data.

Geonge M., Drew, Chairman

Department of Elementary Education
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was twofold:

1,) Survey graduates' opinions, attitudes, and
perceptions regarding their teacher prepara-
tion program as individuals who participated
in contrasting programs, and

2,) To contrast, compare, and evaluate the
distinct attributes of the Regular Student
Teaching Program and the Joliet Teacher
Education Center Program as perceived by
the graduates of that specific program.

DESCRIPTION OF REGUILAR STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAM

Traditionally, student teaching for elementary education majors
at Illinois State University has been a nine (9) week experience.
The student may elect to student teach the first or second nine weeks
of a given semester. The other nine week block during that semester
is usually spent in course work. ‘

College supervision of student teaching is campused based. It
is not unusual for a college supervisor to have twelve student teachers
scattered over a wide geographic area necessitating a fair amount of
travel to and from the campus. Student teachers are visited a minimum
of three times during this nine week period. Student teaching seminars
are held at the discretion of the college supervisor. Occasionally it
is difficult to hold student teaching seminars because of the wide
geographic placement of the candidates.

The prospective student teacher fills out a form requesting
geographic placement - north, south, east, west, or Chicago area.
They may indicate their firsi, second, or third choice of geographic
placesment and grade level assignment. The Office of Professional
Laboratory Experiences informs the student of the specific school and
grade level assignment for student teaching.

DESCRIPTION OF THE JOWIET TEACHER EDUCATION CENTER PROGRAM

This program provides the elementary education major an optica
for student teaching. The student may elect to participate in an
eighteen (.8) week program of student teaching and methods classes.
The attempt is to integrate theory with practice.
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College supervision is based off campus, in residence, at
Joliet, Illinois. The emphasis of the program is on urban tcach-
ing experience ("inner~city"). The college supervisors in Joliet
visit schools weckly where students are student teaching. Student
teaching seminars are held weekly rotating amona schools in the
district.

The prospective student teacher is provided with a pre-
orientation on campus the scmester preceding thei: student teach-
ing. A tape-slide presentation depicting a variety of schcols
and teaching experiences are shared by students currently involved
in those schools. Arrangements are made at this time for visitation
to cluster schools,

The prospective student teacher visits the si.es of the
various schools involved in the J.T.E.C. program. They then eleoct
the specific school in which they will student teach. ’

The J.T.E.C. program consists of three phases:

l.) Professional Involvement

Focused observation - 2 weeks ~ all grade levels

Mini-micro teaching - 3 weeks - all grade levels
multiple subject content

Contracting for specific grade level(s) and
supervising teacher(s) - fifth week

Student Teaching - 13 wecks - multiple grade
levels and supervising teachers pcssible
(8 hours credit)

2.) Academic Involvement
9 hours of Undergraduate course work
Senior Seminar - 3 hours credit
Advanced Reading Methods - 3 hours credit
Community Involvement - 3 hours credit

3.) Community Iavolvement
Choice of placement at the following child-related
agency: Community Center (Black or Spanish),
Day Care Center, Boys' Club, Orphanage,
Juvenile Detention Center, Hospital, etc.

The student teacher elects voluntarily to participate in the
J.T.E.C. program, selects the specific school, grade level, super-
vising teacher, and community child-related agency. They are provided
assistance in securing housing in the community. They are clustered*
in schools. Under-graduate classes are held in a classroom provided
exclusively for the purpose by the school district.

*Clustered: Multiple assignment (4 to 12) of student teachers
to a particular school during the same semester.




METHODS AKD PROCL.DURIS

covulaticon

The population of interest in this study was the araduates
in Llementary Teacher Education at Illinois State Universite during
the Fall and Snring Semesters of 1970-71i. There were a total of
539 ind 'viduals graduated and recommended for certification in
i2leman*arv Education in this tine period.

It was not possible to survey the entire population of those
who student taucht, Spring/Fall 1970-71. liowever, the entire
population who comrleterl an 18-20 week experience in undergraduate
course work and s*udent teaching at the Joliet Teacher Education
Center were considered (un tc¢te as one group for comparative pur-
poses. There were 75 graduates of the Joliet Te: her Education
Center. A random sanple of 75 individuals were selected from the
regular student teaching program (hereafter refer:red to as the
*Normal Group). This random sample of 75 was selected from a
possible 464 individuals.

Study Sample: Two samnle populations of interest in this study
were:

a. Regular Elementary Student Teacher Graduates
(*Normal Group) of Illinois State University
who student taught duiring the 1970-71 school
year (ny = 75)

b. Joliet Tcacher Education Center Student Teacher
Graduates (Joliet Group) of Illinois State
University who student taught during the 1970-71
school year (n2 = 75)

(Total N = 150 for the purposes of this study.)
*Note: 1llinois State University is located in Normal, Illinois.
The term Normal Group will be used to refer to those

graduates completing the regular 9 week student teaching
program.

INSTRUMENTATION

Several published questionnaires were reviewed to determine
their suitability for the purposes of this study. While nany
instruments were examined none were found to be appropriate.

A questionnaire of 110 items was constructed to investigate
the following areas of interest:



1) demographic data
Z) postgraduate employment status

3) student teaching placement

4) undergraduate academic preparation

5) occurrence of problems and assistance received
6) college supervision

7) public school supervision

8) extra classroom activities

9) time commitments
10) overall evaluation of student teaching
11) commitment to teaching

These categories were the variables of interest in this study.
Several to more than a dozen items were developed to support each
category.

Differences in program designs ecessitated the construction
of items which identified comparable aspects of bcth programs as well
as items which explored the unique elements inherent to each program.

The specific items contained in the survey questionnaire may be
found later in this report. The format of the items found in that
section has been altered slightly to permit the reporting of data but
the items are identical to those contained in the instrument.

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

A packet of materials was mailed to each subject in March, 1972.
Each packet contained:

1) a cover letter outlining the purpose and importance of
the study with an appeal to participate (individually
signed and addressed)

2) a set of directions

3) a questionnaire

4) a machine scorable answer sheet

5) a return-addressed stamp2d envelope

Four weeks after mailing, non-respondents were personally contacted
by telephone and requested to complete their answer sheets and return
them as soon as possible. Over 70% of the subjects responded prior to the
followup effort. All information included in the final data analysis was
received within three months of the mailing date. Returned answer sheets
were machine scored and converted to punched data cards for statistical
evaluation. A chi square analysis was utilized permitting comparison of
responses of each group on each item. Prior to the statistical test, cell
frequencies were combined so that expected values were greater than 5
when df = 1 and greater than 2 when df = 2 (see Ferguson, 1966).* The .05
level of significance was deemed sufficiently rigorous for the purpose of-
this study. T T

* Ferguson, George A., Statistical Analysis in Psychology and
Education, McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York, 1966, p 206<208




SUMMARY OF FINLDILGS

'esponse of Craduates

A total of 91¢ of the 150 elementa.v teacher cducation
graduates surveyzd respondecd to the 110 item guestionaaire. This
high percentage of responsc may be due to the followine factor:s:

1) cover letters were individualiy addressed to the
respondents
2) letters were personally signed by each rescarcher

3) the importance of the study and the need for ecach
individuals' participation was stressed

4) each packet of materials was sent special delivery,

certified mail, return receipt requested, with

numerous markings stamped on the envelope, i.e.,
"Urgent", "Please Forward", "Do Not Beng"

5) a return addressed first-class stamped envelope
was included witn the packet of materials

6) a summary of results was promised.

The original mailing produced a 72% return. Follow-up efforts
for non-respondents included personal contact by telephone as well
as subsequent mailings. Of the 150 subjects selected to participate,
137 returned usable answer sheets,

TABLE I: ILLINOIS STATE UWIVERSITY GRADUATES WHO RETURNED COMPLETED

DATA
T
' NUMBER SELECTED NUMBER OF RETURNELD |  PERCENT oF
GROUP TO PARTICIPATE ANSWER SHEETS RESPONDENTS
HORMAL 75 69 927
JouLIET . 75 68 917
ToTAL 150 137 17




Response to the Questinonnaire

Responses to the guestionnaire, which contained 110 items,
when tested by the chi-square (x?) statistic, yielded 53 items at
or beyond the .05 level of significance. This suggestsS that the
responses of the two groups on this instrument were markedly
different on half of the items.

In this report responses are reported in percentage figures.
Rounding error may account for totals yielding greater than or
less than 100%.

A. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

Demographic information of interest in this study iacluded
recipient of financial aid, grade point average, plans to keep
"up to date", and number of credit hours earned beyond the bachelor's
level. Table II indicates the per cent of graduates who received
financial aid while undergraduate students.

TABLE II: PER CENT OF RESPONDENTS WHO RECEIVED FINANCIAL AID AS
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

!

wor | SIRE - e

YES NO YES NC
NoRMAL 45% 557, 127 387
JOLIET j 657% 35% 127 887

* significant x2 = 5.4, p < .05
** x2 = 0.0, p 5 .05

A significantly greater number of Joliet students were receiving
aid from the State of Illinois than Normal students. No difference
was observed hetween groups receiving financial aid from the U. S.
Federal Government.

Of those receiving aid from the State of Illinois closer examination
revealed a significantly greater number of individuals in the Joliet
group reported a larger percentage of expenses supported by the Illinois
State Teacher Scholarship than the Normal group. This finding is
illustrated in Table III.




TABLL T11l:s  PLR CENT OF LXPUENSES SUIPOPUILD BY THE 100 1WOIs S1ATE
TEACHER SCHOLARSHIP

PEP. CENT OF EXPENSES SUPPGRTLD BY ILLINNIS
GROUP { STATE TEACHEP SCHOLAPSHIP L
02 307 or 317 10 C1¥ 1o an? op
LESS 60% 892 MORE
L-_-_--—#---—#— - o —
ilormMaL | 427, 487 107 07 0r
| S - ——— e
JoLter | 31% 437 217 47 27
‘L. Y S

* Significant x- = 6,3, p ¢ .0%

¢ CONCLUSION: More students participating in the Joliet

+ Teacher Education Center Program were receiving schol-

+ arship aid which supported a greater percrntage of ,

. :RP:II“I than reported by a comparable on-campus poju- ‘
.t m.

(] '

Distribution of grade point average at graduation indicated no
significant difference between the Normal or Joliet qroups. This
finding is depicted in Table IV below.

TABLE IV: DISTRIBUTION OF ALL COLLEGE GRADE POINT AVERAGE AT

GRADUAT ION
B TOTAL GRADE POINT AVERAGE S
GROUP ]
ZuomirolgR B[R

Pom or 122 | ues 33y o
]

k?tl!l 02 X 43y 42 131
i S W
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Differences between the two gr-uvs in their plans
up to date” prcfessionally by pursuing additional - ur.
well as credit actually earned beyond the bacicelor's deares
*0 reach statiatical significance,

B. POSTGRADUATL EMPLOYMLUT STATUS

The basic question of interest was; are individuals being
prepared to teach in elermentary schools by Illinois State University
finding ermployment? The answor is a quali‘ied yes, as 81 of btk
groups, Nornal and Joliet, reported they arc enployed full tirme in
teaching. Table V provides a brcakdown cf cemployment status.

TABLE V: ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY ELEMENTARY TEACHER EDUCATION
GRADUATES * EMPLOYMENT STATUS 1970-71

| [ eue rime | Panr Ture | supstiure ot | nemprove
CROUP | veacninG *| TEACHING | TEACHING | TEACHING

NORHALJ»—.—731 uz ”i27 ° 77 -gl T
Jouter|  90% 0% 3% 22 c? B
TOTAL ‘élz 2% n uyx 75% ]

* significant 2 « 5.6, p ¢ .08

Nine out of ten qraduates of the Joliet Teacher Fducation Center
as compared with 73\ of the liormal Group werc employed in full time
teaching. This finding was found to be statistically significant.
1f al( teaching is considered (full time, vart time, and substitute
teaching) 90% of 1llinois Rtate University graduates surveyed in this
study were found to be teaching.

COUCLUSION: Graduates who participated in the Joliet J
Tcacher Education Center 18-week program faired 1
significantly better in securing full time teaching \
omployment than their peers who opted for a nine-week '
traditional astudent teaching program. \

!
'
'
'
b e e e e e e e - - - e e e e e e = = = -

This finding may be attributable to the self-selectivity of
student participants, attempts to identify and develop a cadre of
competent supervising teachers, and the extended time to develop
oconfidence and competence in teaching. The supervising teacher(s)

ERIC o+




g center faculty lave a longer time to observe and analore

candidate's teaching. This permits supervising teachors and .
faculty the opportunity tec generate more peforman > data . noinldi
candidates. Letters of recormmendation and the extoensivones '

written final evaluations of student teaching seer to reflect the
longer tine period and increased ability to write analytically
descriptive statements on the part of sujervisors.

The graduates were asked, "who provided greatest assistance in
helping you to obtain your current teaching position?" Table VI
indicates the response.

TABLE VI: AGENT WLO PROVIDED GREATEST ASSISTANCE IN OBTAINING
CURRENT TEACHING POSITION

| Growp 3&:3‘&&’;5['3‘?&% a&uncrn TEACHCR | (OLLECE Egé\égﬁéw $ E"E'

TEND ESE
HorRMAL 19% 247 % 157 427
JOLIET 227 132 67 137 462

One might assume that the agent who provides greatest assistance
in teacher placement would be the University Placement Bureau. The
data do not support this assumption. The most distressing finding on
this particular item was the relatively insignificamt role played by
the University Placement Bureau. Only 14 per cent ~f the graduates
surveyed in this study attributed their teachina ncosition primarily to
the assistance provided by the University Placemen' :ire .. This
finding raises some very serious questions. The ln. ~rsity Placement
Bureau is the official agency whose primary task 1s provide assistance
to graudates seeking employmant.

No significant difference was noted between groups on this item.
School principal or supervising teacher were selectec by 21% of the
respondents with student teacher or friend accounting ‘or 18% of
responses, Placement Bureau l14%, college supervisor 3%, and none of
these 44%. With 44% responding none of these, the question of which
agent (s) provided greatest assistance in obtaining teaching employment
remains largely unanswered. This suggests an area for further study.

Several items were designed to explore the relationship between
the student teaching assignment and subsequent employment in teaching.
Craduates were asked to characterize their student teaching assignment
as urban, suburban, or rural. Their response is found in Table VII.



TABLE VI1I: TYPE OF STUDENT TEACHING ASSIGIMENT

GROUP URBAN SUBURBAl | v nlL !
1HORMAL 36% 49% 157,
JoLIET 72% 287 g}
TotaL Groups | 547 397 77

* significant x2 = 22.0, p ¢ .01

The difference between groups on this jtem was found to be
significant. The Normal group character.zed their student teaching
assignment as mostly suburban (49), follawed by urban (3-*) and
rural (15%). The JMoliet group indicatec an urban charac -r of
their studem teammimg assignment (72%) with suburban a stant
second (28%) and m» wral placements.

Respondents wase asked to characterize the school assignment

by type -- all Black, integrated, all Wh:te. The results ire
depicted in Table VIII.

TABLE VIII TYPE OF ASSIGNMENT WHILE STURDENT TEACHING

GROUP LI-L BLACK | INTESWTED | ALL WHITE
HoRMAL 0% b . 4 617
JOLIET 137 £ 257

T 7% 507 '43Y
OTAL M ,

* signif:cant x? = 17.9, p ¢ 0l
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Th~ Normal group reported 61% all ~ :i%. schools and 39~
integrated schools with no one reportin. i:::cement in an all Black
schcol. The Joliet group reported 62% :n :-tegrated schools, 253
in all White schools with 13% indicatin. plzcement in all Black
schools. The differrince between groups ~as ‘ound to be statistically
significant. ’

1f we take ‘l.e above two tables ancé¢ collapse ther into one,
adding one more piece of information (a @escription of the actua)
tearhing assignment) we can then explore =the relationship between
the student teaching and subsequent teacz_.3c assignment. This
procedur: is illustrated in Table IX.

One of the most pronounced features :f this information is the
shift in plsiements from urban-suburban =tmient tecaching ce rural
teaching positions. The shift from all #* iz~ - integrated student

tecaching placements to all White teachi-r @=w» ti1ons is al. - startling.

]

Vil

This information leads to a series 7 Juesticns related to
this data. How are student teaching ass_mments aelected? Do all
Black schools have a proportionately ecuu. apportunity of student
tuacher placements than integrated or a.l Writc =chools? TIs it
easier to place student teachers in subgrwam - all vhite schools:
Does the placement of student teachers relste t- a set of priorities?
If so, what are these priorities? What -a~tors are responsible for
the low retention rate in all Black schwow.s? wWhat factors are influ-
encing th:> high tendency to shift from rregrated to all white
scheols? The shift from urban to rural .x The “oliet group is very
promounced, Why? Are Illinois State Umrwersain radmates avoiding
certain teaching assignments or are thex aoimg t ., where the jobs are?

What were the primary reasons gracastea sslected their current
teaching positions? The response is presemted i1n Table X.

TABLE X: MAIN REASON FOR SELECTIN’ ‘*RREWNY TEACHING POSITION

- L] v o
“0UP |6EOGRAPHIC | ONLY JoB | GRADE "~ -L ‘Scumo FROM SEVERAL| None |
LOCATION OFFER DESIRE JOB OFFERS - WANTED OF
ESIRED RECEIVED WwiS JOB FOR SEVERAL | THESE |
ABONS
NORMAL 197 217 217 :I 147 257
JOLIET 137 27% 197 , 292 137




Graduates seemed to select specific teaching positions for
a variety of reasons. The category which represented the largcst

combined response was "only job offer received" (243%), followed by
"selected from several offers, wanted this job for several reasons”
(22%) , “grade level desired” (20%), "none of these " (18%), and

"geographic location desired" (16%). Geographic location seems to
have a less important influence than in previous years on s lecting
teaching positions.

When asked how their current teaching assignment compared with
the grade level of their student teaching assignment the graduates
responded to several items. The response to these items are
collapsed and presented in Table XI.

TABLE XI: CURRENT TEACHING ASSIGNMENT COMPARED WITH STUDENT TEACHING
ASSIGYMENT

Item: Are you currently teaching at the same grade level at
which you student taught?

GROUP YES NO NO RESPOIISE
NormAL 25% 52% 232
JOLIET 487 nyy 7%

Over half of the Normal group reported that they were not teachr—
at the grade level at which they student taught, while one-quarter
indicated that they were teaching at the same level they student taur:
The Joliet group indicated that (44%) were not teaching at the same
grade level they student taught but a larger percentage (48%) were
teaching at the same grade level at which they acquired their initi:
teaching experience.

L]
CONCLUSION: Graduates selected their specific teaching !
position for a variety of reasons. Desirable geographic |
location did not appear to be an important influence in |
selecting teaching positions, Most Joliet students |
reported teaching at the same grade level they student I
taught while most Normal students were not teaching at .
a grade level in which they student taught. |

- e - ey e am e -
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cC.

STUDENT TEACHING

PLACEMENT

Respondents in this study were asked to indicate if theoy
actually had control over and if they desired to have control

over their specific student teaching placement.
Did they want a choice?)

they have a choice?
asked, did they understand why they were assigned to a spec:i7ic
student teaching assignment.

(In short, did
There were a.so

Graduates were asked what degree of -ontrol t ey hav -ver
their assignment to student teach. The results ar repor—. in
Table XII.
TABLE XII: GRADUATES' PERCEPTION OF THE ICGREE OFF “ONTRCL OVER
THEIR STUDENT TEACHING ASSIGNMETIT
ABSOLUTELY | VEPY LITTLE SoME Puc+ @ HieH DeGREE
GROUP [no conTrOL CONTROL CONTROL | ComTROL OF CONTROL
NORMAL 25% 32% 207 g7 e
JoLIET )4 37 197 387 : 407
T — $

* Significant x2 =

6‘-3’ p ‘ -01

A majority of the Normal group (57%)
no control over the decisiom related to their student teaching
placement while only 3% of the Joliet group expressed very little

control over such placement.

felt they had little or

Almost all (97%) of the Joliet group

indicated some, mach, or a high degree of control over their student
teaching placement contrasted with less than half (43%) of the

Normal group.

significant.

~14~

The differences Y»etween these two groups were statistically




How did the graduates
could exercise over their student teaching placement?

answers appear in Table XIII.

feel about the degree of control thev

Thelr

TABLE XIIl:GRADCATES' FEELINGS REGARDING THE DEGREE OF ONTROL )VER
THEIR STUDENT TEACHING PLACEMENT
GROUP | EXTREMELY | NEGATIVE | NEUTRAL | POSITIVE | EXTREMELY
NEGAT[VE POSITIVE
HORMAL 9 28% 327 232 97
JOLIET 2% 3% 107 L17 uuz

2 _

* Significant x° = 44.3, p ¢ .01

The Normal group indicated they felt negative or neutral (69%)
remarding the degree of control they were able to exercise over their
stmient teaching placement. This contrasts with 15% of the Joliet
group feeling negative or neutral.

A large majority (®5%) of the Joliet group were positive or
extremely positive while 32% of the Normal group reported similar

feelings. This finding was significant.

¢y S T TS T ST T T ST T T TS T ST T s T T T i

CONCLUSION: Graduates who had a higher degree of control
! over their student teaching assignment felt more positive. |
} Graduates who exercised little control over their student }

) teaching placement were either mmgative or meutral toward
\ this lack of control. !
d

Do graduates have an umderstanding of why they were assigned
their specific student teaching placemant? They were asked and their
answers are illustrated in Table XIV.
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ThabLL IV:  GRAD. ~I'ES® UNDERSTANDING OF WHY THEY WERE ASSICNED
THEIY STUDENT TEACHING PLACEMENT

N
Q

Item: wWhy 2@ you think you were assigned to your e
stuaemt teaching placement?

P IT wAs AvaiLaBiLITY | Reacry| 1.S.U. was | BECAUSE THIS
GROUP | convEMIES™ | OF WILLING DON'T | ATTEMPTING | WAS THE ONE
FOR 1.5.U. | SUPERVISING YNOW TO INDIVID-| | SELECTED
TEACHERS UALIZE MY
PLACEMENT
NoRrRMAL 157 387 32% 127 47
O LIET 0% 9 3% 127 777
+ significant .- = 82.8, p « .01

Clearly 77 of the Joliet group understood why they were assigned
to their studem= teaching placement. They selected the Elacenent.
Only 4% of the Tormal group seleected their student teaching placement.
Twelve per cent of both groups felt I.S.,U. was attempting to individ-
ualize their placement. A total of 32% from the lormal group did not
understand why they were assigned their specific student teaching
placement.

A majority (53%) of the Normal group felt their placement was
convenient for —.S.U. or dependent upon the availability of willing
supervising teachers. Only 9% of the Joliet group understood that the
reason for their student teaching placement was dependent upon the
availability or willing supervisors while none thought it a matter of
convenie- ce

i

! CONCLUSI™I: Joliet students reported a high degree of con- |
' trol over their specific assignment to student teach. .
' Normal s-udemts indicated very little comtrol over such ‘
) assignme-:. 1In addition, Joliet graduates indicated a

i clearer .nderstanding of the reason for their specific |
. student —eaching assignment with over three-quarters report- |
| ing they mersonally selected the specific placement, |
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D. ULDURGRADUATE ACADEMIC PREPARATION

Questions in this category tended to probe opinions regarding the
substantive academic experiences of the teacher preparation process at
Illincois State University. Reactions to methods classes, expericnces
with children, strongest and weakest areas of preparation, the
theoretical or practical naturc of instruction received on campus,
methods while student teaching, are representative of the types of
questions asked. Table XV, below, presents the response to the
possible need to provide earlier and longer contacts with children.

TABLE XV: THERE SHOULD BE EARLIER AND LONGER EXPOSURE TO CHILDRLN
AS A PART OF THE TEACHER PREPARATION EXPERIENCE AT I.S.U.

GROUP DisAGree | Temp 1O 1o STRONGLY ABSOLUTELY
DISAGREE | OPINION FAVOR ESSENTIAL

{JORMAL 0% 2% 27 337 ey

JOLIET 27 D)4 27 157 827

* Significant x2 = 6.0, p < .05

The respondents strongly favored or felt it absolutely essential
(97%) to bz provided earlier and longer contacts with children as a part
of their teacher preparation program at Illinois State University. The
results indicated that Joliet students Jdiffered from the Normal group in
the degree of affirmative response to this proposition. This difference
was statistically significant.

Several items were collapsed to show side-by-side comparisons of
the rank order of strength and weaknesses of the teacher preparation
experience. These data are presented in Bar Graph I: Preceived strengths
and weal.nesses of graduates' preparation experiences at Illinois State
University. (following page)

Both groups indicated discipline was the weakest area of their
preparation to teach. The Joliet group expressed almost 2 to 1 over
their Normal counterparts that discipline was where they needed more
preparation. This finding was statistically significant.

The Normal group also indicated that preparedness for teaching Math,
Reading, Language, Science, etc. was also a weak area (29%), with analysis
of teaching (17%) and planning for teaching (13%) running third and
fourth. The Joleit group responded that analysis of teaching (13%),
academic preparation (12%), none of these (9%) and planning (4%) were the
weakness in their preparation. The Normal group responses were spread
over four areas while the Joliet group overwhelmingly indicated that
the weakest area in their preparation was in discipline techniques.

-17-
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On the positive side, the Normal group felt that their
preparation to teach Math, Reading, Language, Science, otc. (3679
was the strongest area of their preparation, with planning for teach-
ing (26%) a close second. None of these (17%) was third, followed
.closely by analysis of teaching (15%), with discipline (6%) 1last as
an area of strongest preparation for Normal group. The Joliet group
indicated that planning for teaching (41%), followed closely by
academic preparation to teach subjects in the elementary school
curriculum (31%) were areas of strongest preparation. Analysis of
teachinjy (15%), none of these (10%), and discipline (3%) were much
less important in describing areas of greatest strength.

Both groups indicated discipline as the area of greatest weakness
and selected it least as the strongest area of preparation. Planning
for teaching was not considered as a weak area by many respondents rather
most considered planning a strength in their preparation.

1
CONCLUSION: 1I.S.U. graduates indicated that planning for /
teaching and their academic preparation to teach elemen- i
tary school subjects were the strongest areas of their .
teaching preparation. Gradu-~tes felt least prepared to |
cope with the probelms of discipline encountered in \

student teaching and subsequent teaching,

Approximately 60% of each group considered their academic
preparation for student teaching to be "good" or "excellent." Twenty
per cent of each group considered it "poor" or "very poor."

Almost 70% of the Joliet group and 64% of the Normal group
considered their academic preparation "mostly theoretical®™ as con-
trasted with 19% and 30% respectively, who considered their prepara-
tion a blend of theory and practice.

Graduates were asked to reflect upon the value of educational
methods classes while student teaching. Their responses are
presented in Table XVI.

TABLE XVI: THE VALUE OF EDUCATIONAL METHODS COURSES WHILE
STUDENT TEACHING

GROUP | ABSOLUTELY{ LITTLE DON'T SOME | GREAT
NO VALUE VALUE KNOW VALUE | VALUE

NoRMAL uz 4s? 0% 1Y 4 4

JOLIET 3% 25% 27 59% | 12%

* significant x? = 6.7, p € .05
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The Normal group was almost ever ' & divided on bositive
or negative value of Educational met 5 course while student
teaching, 49% indicated little or no value with 50° attaching
some or grcat value. Thirty per cent of the Joliet a¢roup indi-
cated no value, .ittle value, or don't know. A clear majority
(71%) indicated that educational methods courscs hod sore or
great value for them as participants in the Joliet Teacher
Lducation Center. Recading methceds class was an intagrated part
of the Teacher Education Center progran.

E. OCCURRENCE OF PROBLEMS AND ASSISTANCE RECEIVED WHILE STUDENT TEACHINC

A group of questions were constructed to sample problers
encountered, assistarce received, and the source of such assist.ance
while student teaching. Graduates were queried about the freg:ency
of difficulty encountered while student teaching, the results are
reported in Table XVII:

TABLE XVII: DLGRLE TO WHICH GRADULTES EXPERIENCED
DIFFICULTY DURING STUDENT TEACHING

Item: To what extent did you experience difficulty
durinc your student teaching?

GROUP  [VERY FREQUENTLY OcCASIONALLY | SELDOM EVER
FREQUENTLY :

NorRMAL 37 97 3cn us7 i

- JoLIET 4z 164 5% 287 27

* Significant x?2 = 7.5, p £ -05

While there is a great deal of ambiguity in the guestion there
is an indication that the Joliet student teachers experienced dif-
ficulty more frequently than their counter parts in the regular student
teaching program. If the categories of very frequently, frequently,
occasionally are collapsed and group responses compared then 70% of
the Joliet group while only 48% of the Normal group reported experienc-
ing this frequency of difficulty. Collapsing the seldom or never
categories result in the liormal group reporting 52% to the Joliet
group reporting 30%. The Joliet students felt they experienced dif-
ficulties to a significantly greater extent than Normal stvdents.

This finding raises the WHY guestion. Is this finding related to
the assignment (urban, inner city, integrated)? Is this a result of
a longer time period for student teaching, i.e., does one experience
more difficulty as the time on the job is extended? 1Is it a result
of awareness or analytic ability? To sugcest an answer to these
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quecstions would be purcly speculative and goinag boevond sy

ohata,
This does sudgaest an arcea for further

resecarch,

Roth groups appeared to receive cormparab le Jdegrees
whoen they did exoerience difticultios
section ot this report), but such
difterent sources,

oot e
(see 1term 20 i ths ]
assistance was Tikoly to core fyor
wormal students primarily relicd upon thein
supurvising teachers for help while Joliet students consultel othee
student teachers as frequently as they did their supervisors.,  This
finding 1s reported in Table XVIII:

TABLE XVIII: AGENT GRADUATES TYRNED TO MOST WHEN THEY NEEDED

HELP,

Item: Who would you turn *o mcst when you noeded help?

GROUP | NTHER STUDENT{ SUPERVISING| COLLEGE BUILDING | SPMENNE
TEACHER(S) TEACHER SUPERVISOR | PRINCIPAL| ELSE

NORMAL 7% 757 €% g} 127
JoLIET 437 Loy, 7 7 2%

* Significant x? = 26.9, p ¢ .01l

Normal students turned to their supervising teacher(s) mcst
when they needed help but Joliet students turned to other student
teachers (43%) and their supervising teacher(s) (40%). Twelve per
cent of the Normal group turned to someone else compared with 2% of
the Joliet group. The Joliet group turned to their college supervisor

(12%) or building principal (4%) contrasted with 6% and 0% raspectively
for Normal students when they needed help.

(75¢%)

Further information related to the above finding may result from
exploration of the degree of "peer group” support while student

teaching. The study sample responded to such an item. Their response
is illustrated in Table XIX.
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TABLE XIX: DEGRLE OF "PLER GROUP" (¢ THER STUDENT TEACHLR(S))
SUPPORT WHILE STUDENT TEACHING

Item:  While student teaching to what degree did you
nave "Peer Group" (other student teacher (s))
support?

GROUP | HEVER | HARDLY EVER | NCCASINNALLY | FREQUENTLY | ALWAYS
, 4 e

NORMAL 25% 15% 217 257 157,

e o

JoLIET 0% a7 0% 257 75%

* Significant x? = 68.5, p ¢ .01

The Joliet students reported that they received peer group
support frequently or always (100%). The majority of the Normal
group indicated that they iever, hardly ever, or occasionally
experienced peer group support. This results from basic programatic
design. Clustering students (multiple assignment) to a specific
school is a built in eclement of the Joliet Tcacher Education Center.
Its occurrence in the regular program is not a basic programatic
commitment, however, it does occasionally occur.

All of the Joliet students were clustered in school buildings
with two or more other student teachers and, in 69% of the cases,
with four or more (see Table XX). Because of this arrangement, all
of these students "frequently" if not "always"” felt the effects of
peer grinp support and considered the availability of other student
teachers "very helpful” to "extremely helpful." Most of the Normal
students were assigned to buildings alone or with one other student
teacher, consequently, received significantly less peer -+ n
support than did the Joliet students. Fifty-six per c:

Normal students felt clustering two or more student tec
building would have been "very"” to "extremely helpful. La
is reported in Table XXI.
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TABLE XX: THE NUMBER OF STUDINT TEACHLRS ASSTCLLD TO AN
INDIVIDUAL BUILDING
Item: How many other student teachers were .ssiuned to
the building in which you student ta . ht?
GROUP{  NONE ONE OTHER | TWO OTHEPS | THREE r"HERS| FNUR NR
MNRE
NORMAL| 297 4uz 167 o7 37 |
JOLIET )4 0% 37 287, 697

* significant x? = 104.3, p ¢ .01

TABLE XXI: GRADUATES JUDGMENT REGARDING HELPFULNESS OF
CLUSTERING STUDENT TEACHERS WITHIN AN INDIVIDUAL BUILDING
Item: In your judgment would it have been helpful to have
been clustered during your student teaching assignment?
GROUP {{0T AT ALL | NOT VERY N0 VERY EXTREMELY
HELPFUL HELPFUL DIFFEPENCE | HELPFUL HELPFUL
HORMAL 62 77 31% 41 157
JOLIET )4 07 0% 21% 797
* Significant x2 = 64.0, p €.01

|
CONCLUSION: Generally, Joliet students felt they exnorlenced

difficulties to a significantly greate ex* “han !
students. Both groups reported the mpa: 4. Jegreed
of assistance, but such assistance > o come from )
different sources. Normal students primarily relied upon their
supervising teachers teachers for help while Joliet students '
consulted other student teachers as frequently as they did :
their supervisors. '
0

— e em e em em we em e @R e mr e e e e e mm e e we e— e e em - — - o = - -—
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COLLLGL SUPEP 'ISIO!N

Questions related tc the profession. roversonal
rceiationship between the <ollege supervis dent teacher
were a part of the juestionnaire. Gradua sked how
frequently they were visited by their co. visor while
student teaching. Table XXII contains i 1 regardinc

this 1tem.

TABLE XXII: FREQUENCY OF VISITATION: LEGE SUPERVISOR

Item: How frequently were you by your college
supervisor during your st teaching?
GROUP | NEVER | OICE TWO OR FOUF SIX NR MORE
THREE TIMES | FIV- e TIMES
NoRMAL 07 0% 367 e il
JOLIET 0% 3% 467 28 247,

* Significant x2 = 23.6, p ¢ .01

One hundred per cent of the Normal ‘ported they were
visited by their college supervisor two than six times during
their student teaching. This compares w- :cproximately 97% of the
Joliet group reporting similar frequency. "rree per cent c: the
Joliet group indicated they were visited . once during their

student teaching. The bulk of ‘he visitaticns (62%) of Normal students
occurred four or five times, (36%) reported they were visited two or
three times and (2%) were visited six or more times. Forty-six per

cent of the Joliet group indicated they were visited two or three
times, 28% four or five times, and 24% were visited six or more times.
The glaring difference between groups appears to be the concentration
of 88% of the Normal graduates reporting two to five visits compared
with 54% of the Joliet group. The candidates reporting six or more
visits by their college supervisor during student teaching is noteworthy.
Twenty-four per cent of the Joliet group compared with two per cent of
the Normal said they were visited six or more times. .

This information alone raises more c s than it answers.
Did certain candidates need more help ar ™ .sion than others?
Were the visits perfunctory? What was th. = ance of the visitations?

What was the length of the visitations in te:. s of minutes? Hours?
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“las there - :ffcrence in onoxi . Cooen odrr L ~halle

th- - were beinc - erved hv thei: o sor? S ntles
not. as no statis ‘al differsncec v . Yot 1t R

“he Normal gr-ou; 537) revorted e o or AT Topre-
hensive comnarc. - (39%) of thei: 1. Z arts.

Both grrc .- .ndicated they f. .= =~ = dk fre. (- on
and candid) wi-:u -heir colleage sui.e ™ . < the ¢ — == udent
compared to 79 - the Joliet resmnon...nt: - cter 82

Regarding craduates perceptiorn - " ! ¢ surer vz
interest in their personal/profession. : ile the
student teachinc the findings sugges: 85° Normal
of the Joliet participants felt there .as " to "dee: - - —est.
Again, no difference was observed be-weer - (pisase =e¢ m
82).

Was there a difference between : —@ar . r ~ion of e _ ee
of individualization provided by the -1 srvisor: Tap. IXIV

provides a summary of responses to th. : qu .

TABLE XXIV: DEGPREE OF INDIVIDUALI"r=" = " SUPERVISIOI]
PROVIDED BY THF COLL¥ : . “E®™ ISOR

Item: To wh-t degree was thie supervisior =T+ your college sunpervis
personalized/individualized for ycu - a unicue person ard
emerging teacher?

a

C

T —y
GPOUP | IMPERSONAL ERY LITTLE . T «+w | MODERATELY HicHLy
ERSONALIZED PERSONAL1ZET |PERSONALIZED
E——
NoRMAL 3% 237 I 397 oo
JOLIET 47 77 T 537, o
_ N

* Significant x2 = 10.9, p ¢ .05

The primary difference between groups wm this item appears
obvious when responses to "moderately"” aad "meghly" personal:sed ar-
collapsed. Eighty-five per cent of the Jsliet contrasted wivh 61%
of the Normal group reported they felt thmt the supervision pxovidec
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Ly the college suvervisor was "roderately” to "hichls-" oerson.
for them as a uniauce »ers~n and ermercinag teacher. The diffor
responses by groeuns was found to be significant.  Teoenty-throe
cent ot the liormal respondeonts contrasted with seven rer cont

Jellet group felt the supervision they received was soorv littl
»ersonalized. When considerine the combined resoonse of hoth
tormal and Joliet, this finding indicates that the araduates

Illinois State University felt that they received a very persc:
and individualized type of supervision from their college surce:

CONCLUSION: Most students of Lot] groups felt their
college supervisor visited them freauently enough and
for a sufficient lenath of time to make an accurate

| appraisal of their teaching skills. On the average,

; each Joliet student was seen 3.9 times and «ach Normal

‘ student 3.8 times. During these visits 52.2% of the

1 Normal group felt apprehensive to some degrec while
61.2% of the Joliet grour reported feeling 1t ease. A
significantly higher percentage of Joliet students felt
their college supervisor was moderately or highly

f personalized. Approximately three-auarters of ecach

i group felt they could be somewhat candid to extremely

| candid with their college supervisor and over 83% of each
group thouqght their supervisor demonstrated some to deep
interest in their personal-professional growth while
student teaching.

C. PUBLIC SCHOOL SUFERVISION

This category was designed to determine graduates' perceptic
while student teaching of two public school supervisory agents
(building principals and supervising teachers). In addition, seve .
items related to the frequency and nature of supervision provided
during their first year of teaching by their building principal.

The guestions to graduates regarding their supervising teache-=
fell into two areas, first, the inter-personal relationship and,
second, the professional relationship. Items decaling with inter-
personal relationships between student teacher and supervising tea:he:
(items 73 and 83) failed to yield significant differences between =-he
wormal and Joliet groups. However, the similarity of responses is
worthy of comment.

Both groups expressed almost unanimous (90%) agreement that
their supervising teacher demonstrated a genuine interest in them.
When queried about the degree of compatibility that the student teacher
shared with the supervising teacher regarding such things as a

-27-
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.losophy oI education and  .r.d- : of disciplin Pl

‘crity (80 . lus per cent) i o grcups frecue:
‘rewd with their supervisin - Zher.
Both grcups were uncert.:n .- +he: super-ic - ongacied
- czrcfessional reading duri:.: tne time they we e o -udent
=.3ch in their classroom. A majeority -47) of he- - ©ocated
~neir supervising tecacher(s) ~nagx »d ir. wrofessic: - .~ .., such
1s curriculum developmeat, w:th cther staff membe: - =ch o1 durin:
—he time they were student teachina in itheir assi.ine o ..z om. Beth
-roups tended to agree (80%) that their supervisinc --a- "er emonstratec
ip to date” teaching methods in their classroom.
Graduates responded to a guestion which asked; - - -at extent

c1d your supervising teacher engage in supervising t. acCr._nc serinars
or other in-service activities dealing with student -:acninc duzring
the time you were teaching ir their cliassroom? Response.: <c tnis
item are reported i1n Table X¥V.

TABLE XXV: SUPERVISINC TEACHER INVDLVEMENT IN SUPEPVISING
TEACHER SEMINARS OR OTHTCR IN-SERVICE ACTIVITIES
DEALING WITH STUDENT TEACHERS

NoNE VERY DoN'T Some QuiTe A BiT oF
GROUP Litree | know ACTIVITY | ACTIVITY
NORMAL 547 77 20% 177 27
JOLIET 77 77 4z 282 3

* Significant x7 = 66.1. p € .01

The Normal group (61%) sreported their supervising teacher (s)
engaged in very little actiwiey related to supervising s—mdent teachers.
Thie Joliet respondents (81l%;, 1indicated their snpervisur(a engaged in
some to quite a bit of activ-—ty related to supervising s—mdent teachers,
One tempers this finding wit: a comparison of the abject:ves of a
campus-based program and a teacher education cemter procram. A primary
objective of the campus bassd mrogram is to identify cossetent supervi-
sors of student teachers. A tsacher education center almsc seeks to
identify a campetent cadre of supervisors, but attempts =c move beyond
e identification and placesant aspect. The Joliet Teactwer Education
Center provided supervisors with workshops, seminars amdi classes to
develop supervisory skills amd contdinuding teachenr 1encwa. experi{ences.
This is based on the assumptiesa that the quafits of a stedent teaching
experience for teacher camdidates is directly related to the expertise
af the studemt teacher swpervisor. Teacher education cemmers represent
a commitment to develop enpertise of student teacher super—~isors.
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AL ST OF | METHODS INSTRUCT!

| | e : DECISIONS
: 7 47 27 25T 297
VJORMAL 8 y i 5 | 97
JoLIET 4 27 197 i 35 yug

Signifijcant x° = 10.2, = < .01

A plurzlity of Normal respchaen+ts (42%) 1mc. - *at =neir su-er-
‘1ng teacrers permittec Ttaem tc trv zome of tre.- =w=npds anc some
the supervising teachers' methods. while a —liuar =v of the "»liet
-duates (44°' indica-.u they felt =ney had =) - control c-er

-s=ructional decisiors 1n - err sumesrvising —-:chor ' classroom..

CONCLUSION: 5Stuaemt —eschers expressex LM ynanimous

agreement that their sumervis-ng teache: dewenmetrated a {

genuzne 1interest in tws. b th groups -cicated a high I

degr=e of compatirili= wi+t: ~heir supe—-1s:n~ teachers.

Toli: = graduates indi:"mec =te1r sapervisin. -sachers !
ngaced in ip-servize .c+:-:=7_es related tc s—.adent teach-

-9 ~apervision to a s.yr:-_-amtly greater decTee =-han

Tmose supervisors 1T - he samuas-based program. Joliet |
~duates reported *~e expe--enced a significuntly greater i

“. ‘ree of autonomy .wer i1nstrectional decision: in their
L:ervising teachers' classrooms than those whe participa-ed

in the %ormal ;rcgram, Both, Sormal and Jcliet, groups i

theught theelr ciper 1simc -eacwer(s) demonstrated "up tc

rte” a2aching methods in thelr classrooms. |
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TABLE XXVI: TRECUINCY OF BUILDINC PRINCPAL SITS

TO CLASSROOMS [ STUDENT TI "CHE®R

Iter: While student teaching the _uillc_ng nrincipz-

i
I HEVER ONCE !VISlTED My | NccastonALL:  VISITED My | SEEMED TO
GROUP | CAME INTO  ROOM ONLY | VISITED MY ROOM BE IN MY
l ' MY ROOM ONCE POOM FREQUENT.Y | ROOM ALL
l ™E TIME
. N R
NORMAL 3% >*7 427 > Ly
| *
| JOLIET 62 2 577 217 ; 04
. i
* Significant x2 = 15.. »n ¢ .01

Forty-nine per cent : the ictmal ~<->ur <2portec t= =zt their
orincipal ei1ther never visitec or visit: onc- while ther were student
<eaching. 1in contrast, .. of <he “0li: res ndents inmuicated a similar
==guency. Jonversely, “R¢ of the Jolie: group indi-=te their principa.
r.sited occasionally or -Tecuently, wnile 45% =f the Jormzl respondents
.ndicated this numerical -~regquency.

This findinc may be -=lated to the number of studert teachers
assigned to a building. -~ is possiale far a building principal to fail
to notice ome or perhape two student teachers assigned to their build:ona.
Tt is considerably more gifficult te ignowe the prewence of four to ters
student teachers. Thir may represe#t a quarter t- ome-thirc numeric
-nmcrease in the professiomal staff of rhe cluste: school.

Pert wns ~ther factars :rnfluescing the sicnificamt .- migher frequem—
'€ visits py prircipals mmto c_assroems of student ™eactmers reflect the
criteria for sel=ction of clmster scimonls. The primary criteria in
selecting school: in which to cluster student teachers is the building
leadership provided by ~he ocrmpant of the principal position. Evidence
of this leadership incliule individmals wo (1) know what is going on in
individual classrooms of the bmilding, (2) visit classrooms frequently,
(3) analyze stremgths amd weaknesses of the instructiomal program,
(4) tend to know childrem on a first name basis,
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(5) are concerned and actively involved with in-service faculty
development, and (6) exhibit positive interversonal relatir~rships.
It is not possible to determine why Joliet principals ‘visite. class-
rooms more frequently. This is one more area t=at should bhe
followed up by additional study.

To what degree did the building principal atterpt tc underst*and
the student teacher as a person? The response of each grour is
presented in Table XXVIII.

TABLE XXVIII: GRADUATES PERCEPTION OF THE ATTENTION THEY
RECEIVED FROM THE BUILDING PRINCIPAL WHILE

THEY WERE STUDENT TEACHING

Item: While student teaching the building principal
GROUP | DID NOT | MADE LITTLE | MADE SOME GOT "D Ky | 61T TC KNOY
ATTEMPT | ATTEMPT TO ATTEMPT T0 | ME AS A ™t EXTREMELY
TO KNOW | GET TO KNOW | GET TO KNOW | PERSON MELL AS A
ME ASA| MEAS A ME AS A PERSON
PERSON PERSON PERSON
NORMAL 17% 177 332 237 I
JOLIET 0% 62 n 382 192
; S

* Significant x° = 22.0, p <.0l

Most (57%) of the Joliet group indicated the buildimg principal
got to know them as a person compared with 30% of the Normal group.
On the other hand, 34% of the Normal respomdamts and 6% of the
Joliet respondents reported the principal msde little or mo attempt
to get to know them as a person.

What status did the building principal attach to stmdent teachers

in their buildings? Graduates' perceptions awre indicated in
Table XXIX.
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TABLL XXIX: CELDUSTIS RC DTION OF THL STATUS BUTLDILC

PEINCII LS TT O CHIED TO THEM AS A STUDINT T

Item: vh.le =rude-t oaching the buildins princiye
terded -~ ot n> as

~CHI'P

11

A NON-PER3ZOM | A ZOLLEGE | .UST A STUDENT | HAVIHNG SOME | A FULL
GROUP (AS THOUGH STUDENT TEACHER FACULTY F_EDGED
[ pID NOT STATUS FACULTY
EXIST) MEMBER
NORMAL 3% 4z 30% 1ey 1€7%
JOLIET 0% 07 13% 387 477
— )

* Significant x2 = 1¢.1, p <€ .01

Most of both groups -eps:rted they were accepted as having
some to full fledged facuity status by their building principal.
The obvious difference between groups is in degree rather than

kind.

Eighty-five per cent of the Joliet group contrasted with

62% of the Normal group reported the principal tended to recognize

them as representing some to full faculty status.

However,

the

Joliet student teacher was more likely to be recognized as a full
fledged faculty member while the Normal student teacher received

some faculty status.

Thirty-seven per cent of the Normal respond-

ents and 13% of the Joliet group indicated the principal tended

to treat them with less than faculty status.

Another item further explored the respondents' perception of
the status they were accorded by the building principal while they

student taught.
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THELE XX¥:

GrouP

A REAL DRAI
OR DRAG ON
THE SCHOOL'S
INSTRUCTIONAL

PROGRAM
NorMAL o7
JOLIET 07
o

GPADUZTES PERCLEPTION

OF THEIR

CONTRIBUTION TO THE SCHOOL AS
BUILDING PRINCIPAL

INSTRUCTTICUAL
VIEWED BY THR

Wwhile student teaching the building nrincipal
tended to treat me as

* Significant x? = 44.9, p ¢ .01

TAKING MORE MAKING NO SOMEWHAT MAKING A
FROM THE DIFFERENCE HELPFUL TO VITAL CON-
SCHOOL § TO THE, TO THE' TRIBUTION
INSTRUCTICNAL | SCHOOL S SCHOOL " S TO THE
PROGRAM THAN INSTRUCTIONAL INSTRUCTINONAL} INSTRUCTION-
GIVING PROGRAM PROGRAM AL PRCGPAM

47 30% hz% 107

07 6% 327 607

Most Joliet respondents (60%) indicated their building principal
treated them as makingd a vital contribution to the school’s instruc-
tional program while most (42%) of the Normal group reported their
principal indicated they were somewhat helpful to the school's instruc-

tional progran,

CONCLUSION:

instructional pro9ram.

— o cm e - -

In collapsing the groups response to the last two
categorieg 92% of the Joliet group compared with 352% of the Normal

group indicated their building principal tended to treat them as some-
what helpful or making a vital contribution to the school's instructional
program.

—

Joljet student teachers were visited by their build-
ing principal significantly more frequently than were Normal
student teachers and were able to develop a much more personal
relationship with their principal.
Joliet group tended to treat student teachers as full-fledged
faculty members making a vital contribution to the school's

In contrast, building principals for the
Normal student tended to treat student teachers as being something
less than faculty members and as contributing to the school's

- e e e e e, e s M e s e e e e e e e G e

Building principals for the

-_—eem A ar e e = -

instructional pro9ram in an important but non-vital fashion.

— o s wm e =

—

e e m et s G et e R e s A A e ame e e e e ame o

A mrajority of both groups reported they were visited informally
by their building principal three or more times during their first
A plurality of both groups tended to think that

year of teaching.
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tae visits by their buillding principal were freguent enouch and

of long cnough duration for principals to accurately evaluate their
teaching ability. A majority (51%) of the Joliet drouv and
plurality (45%) of the Normal respondents reported that the suver-
vising principal during their first year of tcachinag ¢oncouried
them to try new teaching approaches.

CXTRA CLASSPOCM ACTIVITIES

Many people think of student teaching in the narrow context of
what happens between children, student teacher, and supervising
teacher in a classroom. However, there is a tremendous range of pro-
fessionally related activities in the process of developing a teacher.
These peripheral activities frequently have a direct bearing on the
quality of instruction between child and teacher. This sectijon
attempted to sample this range of professionallv related activities.
There were items related to attendance at schoel board meetings,
narent teacher meetings, awareness of problems in the school com-
munity and involvement in the community, and sc¢ on. .

Student teachers are frequently involved jin teaching, clerical
and administrative duties in the school in addjition to their classroom
responsibility that could effect the instructional program of the
building. What difference, if any, existed between groups on this
criterion? The response is reported in Table XXXxI.

TABLE XXXI: GRADUATES PERCEPTION OF THEIR IMPACT UPON
THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM OF THE BUILDING

Item: During student teaching what impact do 7ou feel vou
had upon the instructional program of the budlfding
to which you were assigned?

"Wr

GROUP | Mo 1mpAcCT LivTLe tmpacT | Don't know SoMe 1mMPACT | GREAT
IMPACT

(JORMAL 227, 26% 227, 287 37

e N S

JOLIET 27 127 277 532 7%

e

* Significant x2 = 22.8, p ¢ .01

Sixty per cent of the Joliet group felt they had some to great

impact on the instructional program of the buijding compared with 31%
for the Normal group. Forty-eight per cent of the Normal respondents
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ing ¢4+ of the Jeliet group felt they had little or no 1= a0t

tne instructicnal preqrarm of the school, Joliet students were
provided vith three wecks of rini-teaching and individoeal tutor
sessions lasting many weeks. This may partially account tor th-

obscerved statistically significant dif{ference.

Item 25 asked respondents how many hours they sverd doina
volunteer work in the community where they were assigned feor student
tecaching (youth groups, boy's club, church work, recreational
groups, ctc.; Forty per cent of the Joliet group corpared with 14-
of the lormal group indicated they spent one to more than thirty
hours in voluntecr work in the community. This findin¢ was sianifi-
cant 1t the ,01 level,

Too what degree did the study sample develop an awarencss of
community problems while student tcaching? The majoritv of both
groups indicated they were aware of community problems, Of the Joliet
qroup, 88% indicated an awareness and 12% indicated they were unaware
of problems compared with 72t and 28%, respectivelv, ‘or the Normal
qroup. The difference batween grouns was significant at the .01
level.

It is one thing to be awarc of and another to become involved
in the community in which onc resides. Both uroups responded to an
item which asked what degree they becames involved in community related
activities (other than P.T.A. or like activities) while student
tcaching. Again a statisticilly significant differcnce at the .01
level was observed between groups. Seventy-eight percent of the
reqular student teaching projram respondents and 3J8% of the Joliet
group indicated they were not involvoel. Sixty-two per cont and twenty-
two per cent, for the Joliet ard the Hormal groups, reported they were
involved {n community related activities.

A significantly greater number of Joliet students revortcd they werc
involved in curriculum planning while student teaching than their Normal
counterparts, Respondents were queried ahout school administrators'
roles (central officc, superintendents, assistant superintendents,
principal). They +~re asked {f they wer> introduced to these roles and
if they had involvemont and interaction with these administrators. A
significantly qreater number (93% to 63\) of Joliet respondents tihan
the Normal group indicated they had heen introduced to and were involved
and interacted with middle and top level school administrators.

A difference between groups was uvbserved on the degree of awareness
of financing public schools. Sixty-six per cent of the Joliet group
indicated an adequate awareness of public school financing. This
compares with 24\ for the Norwal group. The difference was significant
at the .01 level.

No difference was observed between groups on parent-teacher

conference participation. The majority of both groups participated
in one or more parent-teacher conference.
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More Normal students than Joliet students were involved in
special education referral requests, hearing, and related mectings.
The difference was significant at the ,05 level of confidence.
Seventy-seven per cent to 68%, for the liormal and Joliet groups
respectively, participated in one to seven or more special education
referral procedures,

Asked about attendance at school board of education meetings
90% of the Normal group did not attend during their student teaching
experience. This compares with 96% of the Joliet group reporting
that they had attended one or more meetings of the board of education.
This difference was significant at the .01 level.

A greater number of Joliet students reported they attended a
larger percentage of Parent-Teacher Association meetings than their
Normal peers while student teaching. Forty-eight per cent of the
Normal group indicated they never attended a P.T.A. meeting while
student teaching. Eighty-five per cent of Joliat students attended
25 to 100% of all P.T.A. meetings.

e W e P e er G D ED e TP ws P e e e e e we - s e e e mr W e = e -

CONCLUSION: Generally, Joliet students became more inti-
mately involved with the total school system than did
Normal students. Significant differences between the two
groups were noted in the following areas: (1) introduc-
tion to the roles played by various school administrators:
(2) awareness of school financing; (3) attendance at

board of education meetings; (4) involvement with curricu-
lum planning; (S) attendance at P.T.A. (P.T.0.) meetings;
(6) participation in special education referrals, staffings,
hearings or related meetings. In each of the first five
areas, Joliet students were superior to the Normal students
in the amount of information or experience they received.
Only in participation in special education referrals did
liormal students demonstrate a significantly higher degree
of participation. The two groups were approximately equal
in the number of parent-teacher conferences in which they
took part.

I. TIME COMMITMENTS

Items in this category were designed to sample the number of
hours per week spent student teaching and inquiring about participants
perception of the length of the student teaching experience. Table
XXXII contains data related to the number of hours per week student
teachers spent actually teaching children in their assigned classroom,

-"-
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TABLE XXXII: HOURS PER WLLCK SPENT TEACHING IN ASSICUED
CLASSROOM BY THE STUDLNT TLCACHER

Ttem: While student teaching how many hours per
week i ti¢ avetage did you actually teach
children in your assigned classroom?

[}
ONE TO | SIX TO | ELEVEN TO SIXTEEN TC | MORE THAN
GROUP | FIVE TEN FIFTEEN HOURS | TWENTY TWENTY HOURS
HOURS HOURS HOURS
NormMAL ux 102 177 41z 28%
| JOLIET 0% 6X 132 ue% 357

No sigqnificant difference was noted between groups on the number
of hours per week spent actually teaching chiléren. The maiority of
both groups reported they spent sixteen hours or more teaching children,
69% for the Normal group and 81% for the Joliet group.

Graduates response regarding the lencth of the student teaching
experience is presented in Table XXXIII.

TABLE XXXIII: PARTICIPANTS JUDGMENT CONCFRNING THE
LENGTH OF TIML STUDENT TEACHING

GROUP [mucH TOO SHORT | TOO SHORT | ABOUT RIGHT | TOO LONG | MUCH TOO LONG

HormaAL 92 262 612 by 4 22

JOLIET 1) 4 6% 842 10% ) 4

* significant x? = 18,1,pP<4 .01

The majority of both groups indicated they thought the length of
timo spent student teaching was about right. Five per cent of the
liormal group and 108 of the Joliet repondents thought the experience was
too long. 2 large number (35%) of the Normal group compared with 6% of




the Joliet ¢roup felt the exnericnce was not lenc crouch,  Theore
secers to be no magic about a 9 week or 18 wee experience.  Dither
is an arbitrary lencth of tirme, Apparently sone canlidates readi-
ness requires greater or lesser amounts of tire acquiring teachine
cxperience.

Both grcuws were asked if they felt the length or tire student
tcaching should have been longer or shorter. The results are
summarized in Tabhle XXXIV.

PARTICIPANTS DESIRE REGARDING THE LENGTH
OF TIML STUDENT TEACHING

TABLE XXXIV:

Item: Should the length of time for student teaching
have been
MUCH A LITTLE "ABOUT PIGHT | A LITTLE MUCH
GROUP | SHORTER | SHORTER LONGER LONGER
JORMAL 27 67 542 267 137
JOLIET 0% 127 77% 97 3%

* significant x2 = 13.3, p < .01

Again the ma?ority of both groups agreed that the length of
time related to thedir student teaching experience was about right.
However, 39% of the Normal group and 12% of the Joliet group indicated
that the student teaching experience shoufd be Congen.

CONCLUSION: Both groups appeared to spend a similar number |
' of hours per week actually teaching children in their as-
| signed classroom. The majority of both groups taught sixteen |
. hours per week or more. While the majority of both groups ‘
felt the length of time spent student teaching was about
right, greater satisfaction was noted among the Joliet re-
spondents than graduates of the Normal program. One-third
of the nine week regular student teaching program partici-
pants reported their student teaching period was too short
a..d should be longer.

-38-



J. OVERALL EVALUATION OF STUDENT TEACHING

This category sampled; record keeoing, demands placed on per-
formance, amount of work expected, th¢ realism, applicability, and
helpfulness of student teaching, actu.l teaching encounters at a
variety of grade levels, and finally would you recommend a similar
experience to friends. There were nine items in this category.

Both groups were nearly evenly divided on the reasonable or
unreasonable amount of record keeping and clerical work they per-
formed while student teaching. Half of both groups thought the
tasks reasonable and half thought therm unreasonable.

In excess of 70% of both groups f«1l- the demands placed upon
their performance by coll¢ge and publ: ‘- school personnel while they
were student teaching was about right o difference between groups
was noted. :

Graduates were asked to assess th: amount of work they were
expected to perform while student teaching. Their responses are
presented in Table XXXV.

TABLE XXXV: GRADUATES ASSESSMENT OF THE AMOUNT OF WORK
EXPECTED WHILE STUDENT TEACHING
Item: In assessing the amount of work I was expected
to do while student teaching
- EXTREMELY ABout | NoT VERY INCREDIBLY
OROUP | EXCESSIVE EXCESSIVE | RIGHT DEMANDI NG LIGHT
NorMAL 4z 157 73% 7% 27
JOLIET " 41z u3 103 )4

* significant x2 = 13.6, p < .01

A majority (73%) of the Normal group and a plurality of the
Joliet group (43%) indicated the work load was about right. The
obvious difference is weighted in the direction of excess. Nearly

half (47%) of the Joliet group felt they were expected to perform
an excessive amount of work while student teaching compared with 19%
of the Normal group holding a similar opinion,

Was the student teaching experiei.ce realistic?
reported in Table XXXVI.

Responses are
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TABLE XXXVI: GRADUATES RATING OF REALISTIC

OF THEIR STUDENT TEAC: "¢

JATURE
EXPERIZNCE

Item: How would you rate your student teaching
experience?
TOTALLY VERY ExTeEM: Ly
GROUP| uNreaLIsTIC |UNReALISTIC| PEALISTIC | REALISTIC | REALISTIC
|
NorMAL 0% 127 v L 257
JOLIET 07 4y 27 P ugy
—

No significant difference between ¢—umps was observed. Tiu.
Joliet group (46%) tended to rate their :—ument teaching cxperionce
as ‘remely realistic compared with one —uwa-~or of the ldormal aroup
indicating a like response. An overwhelr =z -aiority (92%) of bhoth
groups indicate their student teachinc - xpe :cnce was realistic, very
realistic, or extremely realistic.

Did Illinois State University elemer-
any applicability between their student te
first year of actual teaching? Both grous
response., The results are reported in Tat

*eacher graduates note
1qg experience and tneir
.wméicated a positive
XEXVTIT.
TABLE XXXVII: GRADUATLES RATING THI FPPLICIEBILITY OF
THC STUDENT TEACHI.. L' ZRIENCT T0 THEIR
ACTUAL TEACHING EX! LVIZBKCEL,

Item: How would you rate your student teaching
experience?
NoT APPLICABLE | LITTLE DoN'T | SOMEWHAT EXTREMELY
GROUP{To MY CURRENT | APPLICABILITY| REALLY | APPLICABLE | APPLICABLE
TEACHING TO CURRENT KNOW TO TEACHING | TO CURRENT
ASSIGNMENT TEACHING ASSIGNMENT | TEACHING
ASS1GNMENT ASSIGNMENT
NorRMAL 87 137 97, 407 2067
JOLIET % 92 27 38% us7

* Significant x? = 9.7, p ¢ .01




The majority of both groups (ilormal 66% - Joliet 84%) indicated
their student teaching experience was somewhat to extremely applicabl.
to their current teaching assignment. Therec were 20% in the Normal
group and 9% in the Joliet group who reported that there was little or
no applicability of what they did while they student taught to what
they were doing during their first year of teaching. The most observ-
able difference between responses of the group appeared in the degree
of applicability. Forty-six per cent of the Joliet group contrasted
with twenty-six per cent of the Normal group felt their student teach:-.
experience was extremely applicable to their teaching assignment,

Would it have been helpful while student teaching to acquire
teaching experience at multiple grade levels? The response to this
item appears in Table XXXVIII:

TABLE XXXVIII: GRADUATES RESPONSE TO ACQUIRING TEACHING
EXPERIENCE AT VARIOUS GRADE LEVELS WHILE
STUDENT TEACHING

Item: while student teaching would it have been
helpful to have had teaching contacts at a
variety of grade levels?

ABsoLuTeLy | OF puBious | DoN’T ReaLLy | SOMEWHAT ExTREMELY
GROUP | No VALUE VALUE KNOW HELPFUL HELPFUL
NommAL 3% 47 107 uy7 397
JOLIET ox 1)4 107 21% 697 4]

* Significant x2 = 12.5, p € .01

Most (86%)of both groups indicated it would have been somewhat
or extremely helpful to have had teaching contacts at a variety of
grade levels. In terms of degree, 69% of the Joliet group compared
with 39% of the Normal group felt it would have been extremely help-
ful to have taught at various grade levels while student teaching.

How many actual teaching encounters with pupils at various grade

levels did each group experience? The responsge is presented in
Table XXXIX.
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TLBLL XXXIX: ACTUAYL TEACHII Y EXTIURILIICE A7 V0oIoUus "Ry
LEVELS GRADU: 75 RIJLIVED WHTL: S7TUDLRNT TiIAJHEILC

Item: Wii.le studen- teaching how :.any actual t.
encounters (:.e¢., substitut« teachince, min:-
micro l:ssons, ctc.) did yvou coxverience wit
pupils at var:ous grade levels?

v - v "
' ' _ - i !
| OnLy oue | Two GPADE | THREE GRADE | “nUR “RADE | MORE THAN Fuup
GRUUP! LEVEL LEVELS | LEVELS LEVELS GRPADE LEVELS |
t . — ‘T e
i ~ 1 . ~on
NormaL . 757 157 127
§
JOLIET a%. N pi [, o
S N S S
* Significant x? = 111.8, v ¢ .01
This item ¢generated the second largest chi sc.are lue ¢ any
item contained in the questionnaire. %he response of ¢ twe groums was

decidedly different. Seventy per cent of the MNormal grc.n indicated they
obtained teaching experience at one grade level while studer*+ teaching,
All (100%) of the Joliet group revorted they taught chiluren in three or
more different grade levels. The vast majority (87%) of the Joilet
respondents said they taught at more than four different grades when

they were student teaching.

Would the graduates recommend to friends accepting the same student
teaching assignment in the same school with the same supervi:iing teacher?
The answer is summarized in Table XL.

TABLE XL: GRADUATES RECOMMENDATIONS TO ACCErT THE SAME
STUDENT TEACHING ASSIGNMENT TO A FRIEND

Item: What recommendation would you give your friends
about accepting a student teaching assignrent in
the same school with the same suwervising teacher
(or in the same project)?

i
REJECT THE | TRY FOR A BE NEUTRAL AccepT MCCEPT WITH
GROUP | ASSIGNMENT | DIFFERENT ENTHUSIASM
ASS IGHMENT
NORMAL 3% 15% 97 197 557
JoLIET 3 A 2% 187 597
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No significant differer:ce was observed betwer ' :r uns n this
. Both uroups (64 Norral - 77¢% Jcliet) weoli reoo -men i oa
s1lar student teach:ng experience to 3 T-iend.

' CCLUSION: Both grmams taought the dermands placed on their
! werformance by ccllexe anc public school -ersonnel while
they were student: -asachinc were reasor Lle. Nearly half of
+*nhose in the Jolie zreup felt they we '~ expected to perform
1 excessive amoun= ¢ orx while stw‘ nt teaching but the

' ~rmal group felt :the work load was . 'ut right. Both groups
' ~erwhelmingly ir icated their stude: ~aching experience was
1listic, very r--alis- c, or extreme. realistic. The major-
' >f both groups sai. their studert ‘caching experience was
wewhat to extremelyv apwlicable to tI ir current teaching
ignment but a signif.cantly larger .mber from the Joliet

, ~ aram indicatec the experience was c “remely applicable to
- .r current tea-hing assigmment. Bo- . groups felt they

saaadd have been xposed to children a- a variety of grade

| .« '21ls while thev were student teachinc. /11 (100%) respond- i
' ~nts in the Joliet group reported they had acquirec some ]
) teaching experience at three or more d “ferent grade levels |
whilec student teachinc compared with r.st of the Normal group
receiwmng a singie grade lewel experience, Most of both
groups womld highly recommend a similar student teaching

' experaence for a friend. '

COMMITMENT TO TEACHING

Six items were designed toc sample the area of individual commit-
ment to teaching. There was mo evidence to suggest that difference in
commitment to teaching existed between the Normal and Joliet groups.

One item asked; if you could go back to your college days and
START COVER AGAIN; in view of your present knowledge, would you become
a teacher? Over 83% of both aroups indicated they probably or certainly
would. Eight per cent of both groups indicated they probably would not
become a teacher again while 7% of both groups indicated chances would
be about even. Group responses on this item were practically identical.

There is probably a very loose correlatic' between a work ethic
and a commitment to teaching. However, the respondents were asked if
they were working harder, at their current teaching assignment, than
when they were student teaching. Over 67% of both groups tended to
agree that they were working harder teaching than when they student
taught. Twenty-two per cent indicated there was no difference and 11%
of both groups tended to disagree indicating +“ey were not working
harder teaching than they did when they did t: ir student teaching.
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Items 105 t-r-ugh 108 “rllowed a simiZar 7 rmat. The

irtent
was to determine (Y there was a shift in tho co::ree ©° cormmitrnent
before, during, cr after student teaching and -hen a“--r 7 -~ 12
months of actual teachina. e dramatic sh:€t n corr *ren* vas r- -
The responses c< both groups over this series § iter .o remarka. |
stable. All r- :ponses tended in a very posit:we dir- "tion. Both

groups indicatc : they were rretty certain or cefinit: -

» sure thev
wanted to teac! and that thev would continue *t-:achin ..

CONCLUSINN: Over 83% of both groups irdicateu .{ they had
the oppcrtunity to start all over agair they wculd —ecome
a teacher, A majority of both groups reported the. were
working harder as a teacher than they did wher they were

student -eaching. More than 86% of both grour- indicated
they wouL.d certainly continue in teaching.
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QUESTIOHNRWAILIRE
ELEMENTARY TEACHER EDUCATION CGRADUATLS
ILLINOIS STATL UNIVIRSITY
1970~71 School Year
1l.) While student teaching at Illinois State Universitv NMormal Joliet

were you recciving financial support from the State
of Illinois?

l, Yes 45¢ 65%
2. No . 552 35¢
Not collapsed

*Significant x2 = 5.4, p < -05

2.) while student teaching at Illinois State University
were you receiving financial support from the United
States Federal Government?

l, Yes 123 122
2. No 88% 88%
Not collapsed

x2 = 0.0, py .05

3.) While student teaching at Illinois State University
what (approximate) percentage of your expenses were
supported by Illinois State Teacher Scholarship funds?

l. HNone 424 31%
2. 30% or less 48% 434
3. 31 to 60% 10% 21%
4. 61 to 89% 0% 4%
5. 90% or more 0% 2%
Collapsed: 1/2/345
*significant x° = 6.3, pg .05

4.) What was your all-college grade point average at
graduation?
l, Below 2.0 0% 0%
2. 2.01 - 2.50 12% 2%
3. 2.51 - 3.00 46% 43%
4. 3.01 - 3,50 33% 41%
5. 3.51 - 4.00 9% 13%
Collapsed: 123/4/5
x?2 2.5, p o .05
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5.) I am plannihg to continue to "keep up to date"” vormal  Joliet
professionallY by pursuing additional course work
at some university ~r college

1. Don't feel it .. cessary 0" 0°
2. Nc definjte plans 97 3¢
3. I might 79, 9¢
4. Planning to do so . 41% 475
5. Definitely 44 41¢
Collapsed: 123/4/5
x2 = 0.81 P bY -05
6.) I have earned (include those currently enrolled in)

the followihg university credit beyond the bachelor's

degrece

l. No credit 65% 719
2. 3 hrs. Or less cr. 20% 19¢
3. 4 to 12 hrs, cr. 129 10%
4. 13 to 20 hrs. cr 33 0%
5. 21 or moré hrs. cr. 0% 0%
Collapsed: 1/2/345

x2 = 0.7,p \ .05

7.) I am currently

1. teaching full time 73% 90%
2. teaching part time 4% 0%
3. employed as a substitute teacher 12% 3%
4. not teaching, but otherwise employed 7% 2%
5. unemployed 5% 6%

Collapsed: 1/2345
*Significant %2 = 5.6, p < .05

8.) How would you Characterize your $tudent teaching
building assignment(s)?

1., Urban 36% 72%
2. Suburban 49% 28%
3. Rural 15% 0%

lliot collapsed
*Significant 2 = 22.0 p ¢ .01

9.) How would you Characterize your student teaching
building assignment(s)? (type of school)

1. "all black" 0% 13%
2. "integrated" 39% 62%
3. "all white" 61% 25%

Collapsed: 12/3
*Significant x2 = 17.9, p < .01
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10.)

11.)

12.)

13.)

14.)

15.)

How weould vou characterize vour cuatsen

%
+

assignrentis)?

1.
2.
3.

Urban
Suburban
Rural

Not collapsed

x 2

= 2.6, D S .05

How would you characterize your custedt teaciionyg
assignment(s)? (type of school)

1. "all black"

2. "integrated"

3. "all white"

ot collapsed

x2 = 0.2, p 5 .05

Describe the grade level(s) at which you sftudent
taught.

1. FKinderyarten

2. First

3. Second

4. Third

§. Fourth

Describe the grade level(s) at which you s fuden

taught, .

1. Fifth

2. Sixth

3. Seventh

4. Eighth

5. Other

If currently teaching, please indicate the Jrade
level(s) of your current teaching assdigument,

1. Kindergarten

2. First

3. Second

4. Third

S. Fourth

If currently teaching, please indicate the grade

level (s) of your current teaching assigpment,

N W N
e o o o o

Fifth
Sixth
Seventh
Eighth
Other

-47-

Uormal  Jolict
17° 207
38¢ 37
33- 2743

2% 6%
25¢ 24¢
642 6%

This data is summarized earlier in this report.




16.) Population of c¢ity or town in which you oo die ! Noamal  dolicet

ticn t,

l. 5,000 and under 10 R
2. 5,001 - 10,000 9. 0
3. 10,001 - 25,000 40 g
4, 25,001 - 50,000 19 16"
5. 50,001 and above 227 82

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
*Significant x? = 61.1, » «.0l

17.) Population of city or town in which you are
currently teacnong.,

1. 5,000 and under 309 28
2. 5,001 - 10,000 109 6
3. 10,001 - 25,000 239 109
4. 25,001 - 50,000 16% 244
5. 50,0C1 and above 10% 257

Not collapsed
*Significant x = 9.5, p £.05

18.) Which of the following provided greatest assistance
in your obtaining your cu4ttent teachina pesctien?

1. School principal or supervising teacher 164 214
2. Other student teacher or friend 20% 129
3. College superv.sor 0% 6%
. University Placement Bureau 13% 12%
5. None of the above 36¢ 439

Collapsed: 1/2/34/5
x2 = 2,6, p» .05

[re next e e Ct o dterss reter oo v ot el T O S
1ervi iny Teachers: The teacher Tono v tublice school won ! ree poon Tl
for direct Tny e exyeorlonce Gt v by
“1leye Teacher: The per-~on trorm the univeraity wio vl 1r- todent
teachers ;ericdically duringy tauderr e b ing,
19.) 1In your judgment was the length of your student Normal Joliet
teaching experience
1. auch too short 9% 0t
2. too short 26% 6%
3. about right 61% 842
4. too long 3t 10%
5. much too long 2% 0%

Collapsed: 12/3/4,5
*Significant x?2 = 1d4.1, p < .01
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20.)

21.)

22.)

23.)

dhould the lensth  f time for student toeaching
have beoen

1. much shorter

2. a little shorter

3. about riqght

4., a little lonaer

5. much longer

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
*Significant x2 = 13.3, p .01

To what degrece did you fecel you could talk freely
with your college subervisor?

Very qguarded in what I said

tlot very frece- somewhat guarded

We talked superficially neither guarded nor open
. Fairly open/candid

. Lxtremely candid/open in what I said

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5

x2 = 4.1, p 5 .05

N W N

What recommendation would you give your friends
about accepting a student teaching assignment in
the same school with the same supervising teacher
(or in the same project)?

. Reject the assignment

. Try for a different assignment
. Be neutral

. Accept

. Accept with enthusiasm
ollapsed: 12/3/4/5

= 102' p >.05

During student teaching what impact do you feel you
had upon the instructional program of the buc{d(ng
to which you were assigned?

1. No impact

2. Little impact

3. Don't know

4. Some impact

5. Great impact

Collapsed: 1/2/3/45
*Significant x2 = 22.8, p .01

~-49~

26

133

32
203
442
3ns

3%
15%
9%
193
55%

22%
26%
22%
28%

3%

ol

0
12
77

9

99
3s,
109
41¢
37¢

3%
9%
12%
18%
59%

2%
12%
27%
£3%

7%




24.)

25.)

26.)

27.)

Should there be earlier and longer exposurc to chil-
dren as a part of the tecacher preparation experience
at Illinois State University?

1. Disagree

2. Tend to disagree
3. No opinion

4. Strongly favor

5. Absolutely
Collapsed: 1234/5
*Significant x2 = 6.0, p < .05

How many hours do you estimate you spent doing
volunteer work in the community where you were
assigned for student teaching (youth groups, boys'
club, church work, recreational groups, etc.)
during your student teaching period?

1. None

2. One to five hours

3. Six to fifteen hours

4. Sixteen to 30 hours

5. More than 30 hours
Collapsed: 1/2/345
*Significant x2 = 15.2, 0 < .01

How frequently were you visited by your college
supervisor during your student teaching?

1. Never

2. Once

3. Two or three times

4. Four or five times

5. 8Six or more times
Collapsed: 123/4/5
*Significant x2 = 23.6, p «<.01

To what degree was your college supervisor helpful?

l. Not at all helpful
2. Not very helpful
3. Helpful

4. Very helpful

5. Extremely helpful
Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
x2 = 4.8, p » .05

50~

Normal Jolicet
02 2%
2% 2
2% 29

332 15¢%
64¢% 822
87% 59¢
9% 16%
3% 10%
0% 4%
2% 10%
0% 0%
0% 3%
36% 46%
62% 28%
2% 24%
2% 4%
28% 12%
30% 31%
20% 34%
20% 19%¢




2B.) To what extent did you experience difficulty durina Noerral Jelict

your student teaching?

l. Very frequently 3% 4
2. Frequently 97 16+
3. oOccasionally 3645 50¢
4. Seldom 467 28%
5. lever 6% 2%

Collapsed: 12/3/45
*Significant x2 = 7.5, p <« .05

&

29.) 1If/or when you experienced dif iculty to what
degree did you feel you received the help you
needed?
1, Never 2% 2%
2. Hardley ever 4% 6%
3. Occasionally 12% 15%
4. Frequently 29% 38%
5. Always 52% 40%

Collapsed: 123/4/5
x2 = 2.4, P> .05

30.) Who would you turn to most when you needed help?

1. Other student teacher(s) 7% 43%
2. Supervising teacher 74% 40%
3. College supervisor 6% 12%
4. Building principal 0% 4%
5. Someone else 12% 2%

Collapsed: 1/2/3/45
*Significant x2 = 26.9, p < .01

31.) Did you have contacts beside the fcrmal observation/
visitation with your colilege supervison?

l. Never 49% 2%
2. Hardley ever 25% 3%
3. Occasionally 13% 18%
4. Frequently 13% 43%
5. Very frequently 0% 35%

Not collapsed
*Significant x2 = 77.9, p <« .01

32.) To what degree was the supervision from you college
supenrvisor personalized/individualized for you as a
unique person and emerging teacher?

1. Impersonal 33 4%
2. Very little personalizea 23% 7%
3. Don't know 13% 3%
4. Moderately personalized 39% 53%
5. Highly personalized 22% 32%

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
*Significant x2 = 10.9, p < .05




33.)

34.)

35.)

36.)

37.)

How would you rate your student teaching experience?

Not helpful

Of little help

Moderately helpful

Very helpful

. Extremely helpful
Collapsed: 123/4/5
*Significant x?2 = 8.1, p .05

Vb W N
o o o o

How would you rate your student teaching experience?

. Totally unrealistic
. Unrealistic

. Realistic

. Very realistic

. Extremely realistic
ollapsed: 12/3/4/5

2 = 7.7, p> .05

KON WN |~

How would you rate your student teaching experience?

l. Notapplicable to my current teaching assignment
2. Little applicability to current teaching
assignment

Don't really know

Somewhat applicable to teaching assignment
Extremely applicable to current teaching
assignment

Collapsed: 123/4/5

*Significant x2 = 9.8, p ¢ .01

Vb w
o o+ o

While student teaching how many hours per week
cn the avenrage did you actually teach children in
your assigned classroom?

One to five hours
Six to ten hours
Eleven to fifteen hours
Sixteen to twenty hours
More than twenty hours
llapsed: 12/3/4/5
= 3.7, p » .05

x Qs W N

NO » o o

To what extent did your supervising teacher engage
in professional reading during the time you were
teaching his assigned classes?

1. None

2. Very little reading
3. Don't know

4. Some reading

5. Quite a bit of reading
Not collapsed
x2 =5,0, p».05

Mormal Jolict
3a 0¢
6% 2°

16% 12¢%
33% 214
422 66°
0% 0%
12% 43
29% 24%
35% 27¢
25% 46%
7% 0%
13% 9%
% 2%
40% 38%
26% 46%
4% 0%
10% 6%
17% 13%
41% 46%
28% 35%
l16% 9%
6% 9%
52% 41%
13% 21%
13% 21%




38.) How many other student teachers were assicned to wormal  Joliet

the buildina in which you student tauaht?

1. lNone 297 n-
2. One other dd¢ 0
3. Two cthers 16 3
4. Three others 9s 28+
5. Four or more 3¢ q94

Not collapsed
*Significant x? = 104.3, p ¢ .01

39.) 1In your judgment would it have been helpful to have
been clustered (two or more student teachers placed
in one building) during your student teaching

assignment?

1. Not at all helpful 6% 0%
2. Not very helpful 7% 0%
3. No difference 30% 0%
4. Very helpful 41% 21%

S. Extremely helpful 15% 79%
Collapsed: 123/4/5
*Significant x2 = 64.0, p .01

40.) To what extent did your supervising teacher encage
in professional activities (i.e., curriculum devel-
opment) with other staff members of the school (s)
during the time you were teaching his assigned

classes?

1. None 6% 6%
2. Very little 9% 12%
3. Don't know 23% 16%
4. Some activity 29% 35%
5 Quite a bit 33% 31%

Collapsed 12/3/4/5
x2 = 1.6, P> .05

41.) While student teaching what impact do you feel you
had upon the instructional program of the classroom
to which you were assigned?

1. No impact 2% 0s
2. Little impact 16% 10%
3. Impact 12% 10%
4. Some impact S9% 59%
5. Great impact 12% 21%

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
X2 = 3.0, p>.05
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42.) Wwhat degrce of control did you have over your Normal Jolict
assignment to your student teaching placement?

1. Absolutely no contrecl 25% 0
2. Very little control 329 3°
3. Some control 28% 199
4. Much control 9% 389
5. Hdigh degree of control 6% 40°

Not collapsed
*Significant x2 = 64.3, p & .01

43.) How do you feel about the degree of control you
were able to exercise over your student teaching
assignment?

l. Extremely negative 9% 2%
2. Negative 28% 3%
3. Neutral 32% 10%
4. Positive 23% 41%
5. Extremely positive 9% 44%

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
*Significant x2 = 44.3, p «£.01

44.) 1In your judgment did your cclfege supervison visit
you frequently enough and for a long enough dura-
tion to make an accurate appraisal (evaluation) of
your teaching ability while student teaching?

1. Definitely not 15% 15¢%
2. Tend to doubt it 25% 24%
3. pon't know 3% 2%
4. Tend to think so 41% 44%
5. Absolutely think so 17% lé6t

Collapsed: 1/2/34/5
x2 = 0.1, p > .05

45.) To what degree did you become i{nvolved with
curriculum planning while student teaching?

1. 1lo involvement 25% 7%
2. Little involvement 20% 25%
3. bon't know 4% 2%
4. Some involvement 36% 53%
5. High degree of involvement 15% 13%

Collapsed: 1/23/4/5
* significant x2 8.6, p & .05

46.) My college preparation prion to student teaching was

l. all theoretical 4% 6%
2. mostly theoretical 64% 69%
3. blend of both 30% 19%
‘. mostly practical 2% 43
: all practical 0% 2%

Cuilapsed: 12/345
x2 = 0.8, p > 05

Q , -54-~




48.)

49.)

50.)

7 1le - - -dent teaching how many actual teaching
;o uie s (i.e., substitute teaching, mini-nicro
N "3, ctc.) did you experience thh pupils at
a5 crade levels?

Orly one level
“wo grade levels
T*'ree grade levels
}wur grade levels

‘*re than four grade levels
Collapbed 1/2/3/45
*Siqrificant x2 = 111.8, p & .01

1&&;
. .

T¢ vhat extent did your supervising teacher engage
in supervising teaching seminars or other in-service
activities dealing with student teaching during the
time you were teaching his assijaied classes?

None

Very little

Don't know

Some activity

Quite a bit

Not collapsed

*significant x2 = 66.1, p <.01

tﬂ&hHUH

To what degree were you introduced to school
administrators' role (central office, superintend-
ents, assistant superintendents, principal) while
student teaching?

No involvement and interaction

Little involvement and interaction

Don't know

Some involvement and interaction

High degree of involvement and interaction
Collapsed. 123/4/5

*Significant x2 = 23.1, p « .01

m‘bthH
« o o o

While student teaching, my educational methods
courses seemed to be of

absolutely no value

little value

don't know

some value

5. great value

Collapsed: 123/4/5
*Significant x2 = 6.7, p ¢ .05

1.
2.
3
4

=55~

torrmal  Joliet
'
|

70° 0¢
152 0%
12¢< 9%
44 43
0% 87%
54% 7%
7% 7%
20% 44
17% 28%
2% 53%
7% 0%
30% 6%
0% 2%
51% 56%
12% 37%
4% 3%
45% 25%
0% 2%
46% 59%
4% 12%




51.) The amor'nt of record keeping and clerical work lormal Jolicot

while student teaching seemed to me to be

. completely unreasonabhle 15¢ 74
. somewhat unreasonable 33% 37¢
. don't know 7% 4s
. somewhat reasonable 30% 41¢
. very reasonable and necessary 15% 10°
ollapsed: 1/23/45

2 =3.2,p = .05

X O WU WN e

52.) As I look back on my educational methods courses
ncw they seem to be of

1. absolutely no value 2% 3%
2. little value 44% 29%
3. don't know 4% 3%
4. some value 461% 56¢%
5. great value 4% 9%
Collapsed: 123/45

x2 = 2.7, p » .05

53.) As far as handling discipline problems as I ncw

look back on my education courses they were of

. absolutely no value 23% 40%
. 1little value 49% 444
. don't know 2% 0%
. some value 22% 164
. great value 4% 0%
ollapsed: 1/23/45

2 =4.9, p> .05

X O W

54.) while student teaching the building principal
tended to treat me as

1. a non-person (as though I did not exist) 3% 0%
2. a college student 4% - 0%
3. Jjust a student teacher 30% 13%
4. having some faculty status 46% 38%
5. a full fledged faculty member 16% 47%

CTollapsed: 123/4/5
*Significant x2 = 19.1, p ¢ .01
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56.)

57.)

58.)

59.)

While student teaching the building princiral
tended to treat me as

l. a real drain or drag on the scheol's
instructional prograr

2. taiking more from the schocl's instructicnal
program than giving

3. making no difference to the school's
instructional program

4. somewhat helpful to the school's instruc-
tional program

5. making a vital contribution to the school's
instructional program

Collapsed: 123/4/5

*Significant x? = 44.9, p ¢ .01

While student teaching the building principal

1. did not attempt to get to know me as a person

2. made little attempt to get to know me as a
person

3. made some attempt to get to know me as a person

4. dgot tc know me as a person

5. got to know me extremely well as a person

Not collapsed

*Significant x2 = 22.0, p < .01

While student teaching the building principal

l. never once came into my room

2. visited my room only once

3. occasionally visited my room

4. visited my room frequently

5. seemed to be in my room all the time
Collapsed: 1/2/3/45

*Significant x?2 = 15.2, p « .01

The demands placed on my performance by college and
public school personnel while student teaching were

l. extremely excessive
2. excessive

3. about right

4. not very demanding
5. incredibly light
Collapsed: 12/3/45

x2 = 3.4, p » .05

My college supervisor spent sufficient time during
his/her visitation to gain an understanding of my
school situation

l. disagree

2. tend to disagree
3. don't know

4. tend to agree

5. agree

Not collapsed

x?2 = 1.0, p » .05 -59-

39+
424

104

17%
33%
23%

7%

23%
26%
42%
3%
43

0%

78%
12¢
2%

10%
12%
10%
36%

32%

6%
372
38%
19%

6%
15%
57%
21%

0%

2%
18%
72%

9%

0%

63
10%
12%
38%
34%




60.) Wwhen ny college supervisor observed the classes Normal Jolicot

1 was teaching (while student teaching) I felt
1. extremely apprehensive z 3
2. somewhat apprehensive 1
3. made no differ2nce 4
4. hardly know he/she was therc 20 22
5. extremely -omfortuble 4% 15¢
lelapsed° 12/3/4/5
x’ = 6.2, P s .05

61.) In assessing the amount of work I was expected to
do while student teaching
l. extremely excessive 42 "
2. excessive 15 ©
3. about right B
4. not very demanding S
5. incredibly light ‘
Collapsed: 12/3/45
*Significant x” = 13.6, p . .v]l

62.) To what degree did you L. come awarc of public
school tinancing oifi public schools while student
teaching?
1. 1ilo information 33% 0-
2. Minimal information 4459 3449
3. Adequatc 16 352
4. Quite a bit of information 6% 312
5. In-depth information 2% 0%
Collapsed: 1/2/3/45
*Significant x2 = 38.5, p .01

63.) While student teaching how many parent-teacher
conferences did you participate in?
1. None 45% 29%
2. One or two 39% 37%
3. Three or four 7% 21%
4, Five or six 2% 6%
5. Seven or more 7% 7%
Collapsed- 1/2/3/45
x2 = 7.306, p 5 .05

64.) Wwhile student teaching how many staffings (i.e.,
special education referal requests, hearing or
meetings) did you participate in?
1. None 23% 322
2. One or two 33% 47%
3. Three or four 29% 123
4. Five or six 9% 6%
5. Seven or more 6% 3%
Collapsed: 1/2/3/45

*Significant x2 = 8.5, p ¢ .05
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65.) While student teachin: - . 1t have been Lormal  Joliet
helpful to hav. .ad te contacts at a
varicty or grac. lewvel.:

1. Absolutely no value 3 )
2. Of cubious value 4= n
3. Don't really Xknow 19 10
4. Somewhat helpful 44 21
5. Extremely helpful 391 €942

Collapsed: 123/4/5
*Significant x< = 12.5, ¢ «£.01

66.) While student teo y o, what dedree . u you
have "peer rous fott : student teacher(s) support?
1. Neva: 25¢% 0+
2. Hardly ever 15¢ %
3. Occasionally 20 0%
4. Frequently 25% 25%
5. Always 15¢ 75%

Not collapsed
*Significant x? = 68.5, p «-.01

67.) While student teaching to what degree were vou in-
volved in the selection of your supervisinc teacher?

1. Absolutely not involved 86% 2%
2. Very little involvement 4% 0%
3. Don't know 6% 0%
4. Some involvement 2% 24%
5. High degree of involvement 3% 75%

Collapsed: 123/4/5
*significant x? = 121.5, p ¢ .01

68.) While student teaching would you like to have been
involved in the selection of your supervising teacher?

1. Absolutely not : 7% 0%
2. Dor't think so 30% 0%
3. Don't know 17% 2%
4. Tend to think so 39% 24%
S. Think it an absolute must 4% 71%

6. Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
*Significant x2—:7 7, p ¢ .01

69.) Why do you think you were assigned to your
specific student teaching placement?

l. It was convenient for I1.S.U. 15% 0%
2. Availability of willing supervising teacher 38% 9%
3. Really don't know 32% 3%
4. I.S.U. was attempting to individualize my

Placement 12% 12%
5. Because this was the one I selected 4% 77%

Not collapsed
*Significant x2 = 82.8, p ¢ .01
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7M. While student teaching how many school board of Normal Jolict

education meetings did you attend?

l. None 90% 47
2. One 9% 49
3. Two 2% 34°
4. Three 0% 13¢
5. Four or more 0% 0°

Col apsed: 1/2/3/45
*Significant x2 = 101.4, p .01

71.) Do you feel a student teacher should attend
school board meetings?

l. Not important - do not attend any 23% 2%
2. Require attendancz at one meeting 22% 52%
3. Don't know 20% 3%
4. Should attend one but leave on a permissive

basis 25% 37%
5. Should attend as many as possible 10% 7%

Not collapsed
*Significant x2 = 32.0, p ¢ .01

72.) WwWhile student teaching what per cent of P.T.A.
(P.T.0.) meetings did you attend?

1. None 48% 15%
2. 25% 15% 16%
3. 26-50% 6% 12%
4. 51-75% 2% 7%

5. 76-100% 30% 50%
Collapsed: 1/2/3/4¢
*Significant x2 = 18.4, p < .01

73.) while student teaching what degree of compatability
did you share with your supervising teacher (i.e.,
philosophy of education, handling discipline pro-
blems, etc.)?

l. Never agreed : 0% 0%
2. Seldom agreed 10% 12%
3. Don't know 6% 6%
4. Frequently agreed 67% 53%

5. Always agreed 17% 29%
Collapsed: 123/4/5
x2 = 3.3, p .05
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74.) PNy supervising teacher demonstrated "un to date” Normal  Joliet

teaching methods in her classroonm.
1. Disagree 2
2. Tend to disagree 17 15
3. Don't know 0 2°
4. Tend to agree 287 40"
5. Agree 46% 437
Collapsed: 123/4/5
x2 = 2.7, p > .05
75.) In evaluating my teacher preparation experience at
I.S.U. I feel weakest in the area of
1. none of these 62 99
2. analysis of my teaching 172 132
3. academic preparation to teach Math,
Reading, etc. 29% 12%
4. planning for teaching 13% 4%
5. discipline techniques 35% 62%
Not collapsed
*Significant x2 = 13.8, p ¢ .01
76.) In evaluating my teacher preparation experience at
I.S.U. I feel sfaongest in the area of
l. none of these 17% 10%
2. analysis of my teaching 15% 15%
3. academic preparation to teach Math,
Reading, etc. 36% 31%
4. planning for teaching 26% 41%
+. discipline techniques 6% 3%
Collapseda: 1/2/3/45
x2 = 2.9' P > .05
77.) While student teaching I felt my supctvising teachex
permitted me to
1. do noneof these 0% 0%
2. teacher "her way" only 43 2%
3. try some of her methods and some of mine 42% | 19%
4. try most of my teaching methods 25% 35%¢
5. have complete control over instructional
decisions 29% 441
Collapsed: 123/4/5
*Significant x“ = 10.2, p ¢ .01
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78.)

79.)

80.)

8l.)

82.)

Ve owhat deqgree did you becone aware of cormun, te
vroblerms while student teaching?

l. Totally unawarc
2. Vlargely unaware
3. Unaware

4. Mware

5

. Very deeply aware
Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
*significant x‘ = 12.0, p <.0l

How would you rate your academic preparaticn for
student teachirg (at 1.S5.U.)

l. Very poor

2. Poor

3. Indifferent

4. Good

5. Lxcellent

Collapsed: 12/ ‘4/5

v? = 0.6, p 5 .US

To what d2gree did you become involved with
community related activities (other than P.T.A.
or like activities) while student teachina?

l. llot involved

2. Minimally involved

J. Involved

4. Somewhat involved

S. Very deeply involved
Collapsed: 1/2/3/4S
*Significant 22 « 23,4, p «.0l

To what degree did you feel you could talx freely
with your cclivyge supetvascr?

. Very guarded in what 1 said
Fairly guarded

Surface not candid - not guarded
Fairly candid/open

Lxtrrmely candid/open

Collapsed: 12/3/4/%

l’ - 3.5, p ’nos

N W -
. .

How did you perceive your coldcae sSupetvesca’s
interest in your personal/professional growth
while student teaching?

l. Could have cared less
2. Very little interest
3. Neutral

4. Bome interest

5. Deeply interested
Collapsed: 123/4/%

12 « 4,7, p » .08

59+

13+

25

20¢%
484
129

78%
13%
6%
i
os

3
7
17+
467
26%

at
"
”"
464
39

0
1o

66
22°

37
1619
16¢
49+
154

38y
340
12+
12¢

41

7
69
7
471
320

ne
6.

340
XA



83.) o what degree did your S vtvoson . fouln 0t show Normal  Joliet
a genuine interest in you?

1. o interest 0 0.
2. Very little intcrest p 3¢
3. MNeutral 3 7
4. Some intercst 26+ 27%

5. Extremely intcrested 67¢ 63"
Collapsed: 123/4/5
x2 = 0.4, pe .05

o v T
. R S O T A Troat are et et T
Cuy Wretner o yos toave o coprmeed ot e Tunr g Tl o
atnder dTrectlon, N P S T S S T S S T
toopertorm o each eyl e and tle e vy oty e

e tollew up .

Avold duplicition.

3. Feport time on 1n heurs-per-week Loacte . ITf rthe yeriyite
it not part of your regular asaipnment, check NLA,
(not < ivned),

1. Preparation for Teaching - during and after s:hool hours
(hours per week)

84.) Reading and Study Normal Joliet
1. N.A. k13 (1] ]
2. J hours or less 23t 25¢
3. 4 to 6 hours 22t 408
4. 7 to 9 hours 20% 13%
5. 10 hours or more per week 17% 15%

Collapsed: 12/3/4/%
x2 = 4.6, p .05

85.) Lesson Planning

1. N.A. 6% 24
2. 3 hours or less 2 22%
3. 4 to 6 hours Ise 28%
4. 7 to 9 hours 13 3l
5. 10 hours or more per week 1 | 9

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
x2 =58, p 5.0%
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86.) Test Construction Normal Joliet

1. l.A. 22% 16¢
2. 3 hours or less 57% 60¢%
3. 4 to 6 hours 7% 132
4. 7 to 9 hours 0% 29
5. 10 or more hours per week 0% 29

Collapsed: 1/2/345
x?2 = 2.8, p > -05

87.) Classroom Environment
(i.e., activity center, bulletin boards, mixing
paints, cotc.)

1. N.A. 9% 22
2. 3 hours or less 30% 31%
3. 4 to 6 hcurs 29% 35%
4. 7 to 9 hours 15% 16%
S. 10 hours or more per weel 3% 9%
Collapsed: 12/3/4%

x2 = 1.6, py» .05

88,) Collecting Instructional Materials

1. N.A. 6% 0%
2. 3 houis or less S4% 50%
3. 4 to 6 hours 19% 349
4. 7 to 9 hours 5% 6%
S. 10 hours or more per week 3% 3%

Collapsed: 12/3/45
x2 = 3.4, p> .05

II1. Teaching Duties -~ during and after school hours
(hours per week)

89.) Actual Classroom Teaching

1. N.A. [} 2%
2. 10 to 18 hours 10% K3}
3. 19 to 22 hours 6% 15¢
4. 23 to 26 hours 39% 43%
S. 27 or more hours 26% 31%

Category ldropped - not collapsed
‘2 = 5.‘, p >.05

90.) Grading papers, tests, etc. which require
subjective, professional judgment

1. N.A. 6% k1
2. 3 hours or less 23% 247
3. 4 to 6 hour: 26% 324
4. 7 to 9 hours 16% 25¢
5. 10 hours or more per week 13% 9%

Collapseds 12/3/4/5
lz = 2-2' P,.os

-“-




91.)

92.)

93.)

94.)

Maintaining classroom discipline

N.A.

3 hours or less

4 to 6 hours

7 to 9 hours

10 hours or more per w-ek
ollapsed: 12/3/4/5

= 2.7; P > .05

X QAU d W~
ND o s 0 e e

Aiding and counseling individual students
outside of class

H.A.

3 hours or less

4 to 6 hours

7 to 9 hours

10 hours or morc per week
llapsed: 1/2/345

= 5.97, o} >.05

x QU wWN -

D ¢ o o s e

Consulting with parents about student's work

N.A.

3 hours or less

4 to 6 hours

7 to 9 hours

10 or more hours per week
Collapsed: 1/2/345
*Significant x2 = 9.5, p «.01

N W -~
* o o o o

Sponsorship of pupil organizations o activities
1. N.a.

2. 3 hours or less

3. 4 to 6 hours

4. 7 to 9 hours

5. 10 hours or more per week
Collapsed: 1/2345

x2 = .3,.p>.05

Other activities related to teaching
(hours per week)

Duties associated with teaching (such as: Typing
and duplicating materials, grading objective tests,
recording grades in grade book, sorting and counting
wooks, pr.curing supplies, etc.)

1. N.A.

2. 3 hours or less
3. 4 to 6 hours

4. 7 to 9 hours

5. 10 hours or more
~.'lapsed: 12/3/4/5

3.5, p > .05 -65- .

Normal Joliet
7% 4,
462 57¢2
10¢ 152
6% 99
159 7%
32% 25%
36% 59%
15% 9%
2% 0%
23 0%
22% 6%
61% 79%
3% 9%
0% 0%
0% 0%
64% 65%
19% 21%
2% 7%
0% 0t
2% 0t
6% )}
308 28%
29% 37%
16% 16%
4% 12%




96.) Other dutiecs (such as: Keeping punil curulative normal U lier
records, taking and reporting attendance, ) |
collecting lunch or milk monies, keeping admini-
strative records, etc.)

1. N.A. ' 6 2
2. 3 hours or less 665°¢ 72
3. 4 to 6 hours 1279 12
4. 7 to 92 hours 27 4
5. 10 hours or more 29 2
qulapsed: 12/345
x = 0.1, p » .05

97.) Supervisory duties (such as: Cafeteria, playgrcocund,
halls, lavatories, bus arrivals and departures, ctc.)
1. N.A. 22 13
2. 3 hours or less 46 54
3. 4 to 6 hours 12¢ 22
4, 7 to 9 hours 4- 2
5. 10 hours or more 22 RA
Collapsed: 1/2/345
x?2 = 2.6, p » .05

98.) Attending meetings and conferences (such as:
Faculty meetings, grade ygroup meetings, special
group mecetings within the school, meeting at
central administration offices, etc.)
1. N.A. 122 39
2. 3 hours or less 709 793
3. 4 to 6 hours 4% 10¢
4. 7 to 9 hours 0% 27
5. 10 hours or more 0% 02
Collapsed: 1/2/345
*Significant x?2 = 6.0, D ¢« .05

99.) Degree of gtrain or tension. Please indicate
the intensity of your feelings of strain or
tension relating to your current teaching
assignment.
1. Jo tension 4% 15%
2, Little tension or strain 32% 18%
3. Moderate strain or tension 32% 49%
4. Considerable strain or tension 12% 7%
S. Great strain or tension 4% 4%
Collapsed: 1/2/3/45
*sSignificant x2 = 9.2, p ¢ .05




100.) Does your principal at your current teaching Hormal Joliet

assignment encourage you to try new teaching ]
approaches?

1. liever 9% 7%
2. Hardly ever 7% 49
3. Sometimes 22% 291
4. Usually 25% 16%
5. Always 20¢ 35¢

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
x2 = 4.8, p » .05

101.) Suppose you could go back to your college days
and START OVER AGAIN; in view of your present
knowledge, would you become a teacher?

l. Certainly would not 0% 0%
2. Probably would not 7% 7%
3. Chances about even 9% 4%
4. Probably would 26% 37%
5. Certainly would 46% 46%

Collapsed: 123/4/5
12 = 1.6' P >o°5

102.) How many times have you been <(ugormally visited
by your direct supervisor (building principal)
this year while you were teaching in your

classroonm?

1. Never 12% 7%
2. Once 41 7%
3. Twice 10 7%
4. Three times 108 13
S. Four or more times 452 578

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5
x2=1.1, p 5 .05

103.) I am working harder now, at my current teaching
assignment, than I did when I was student

teaching.

l. Disagree 2% (1]
2. Tend to disagree 10% 7%
3. No difference 158 248
4. Tend to agree 168 22%
5. Agree k1.1 408

Collapsed: 12/3/4/5%
12 - 2.0’ p ,-05
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104.)

105.)

106.)

107.)

108.)

The maci reason 1 selected my cu4tsent teaciindg
Fesctio, was

. none of these reasons

. I liked the geographic location

. was the only job offer I received

was the grade level 1 wanted

I selected from several job offers/ wanted
this job for many reasons

Not collapsed

X = 6.5' p) 005

1
2
3
4
5

Bejcte¢e student teaching 1

l. knew I didn't want to teach

2. not quite sure I wanted to teach

3. thought I might like to try teaching
4. was pretty certain I wanted to teach
5. definitely sure 1 wanted to teach
Collapsed: 123/4/5

x° = 1.6, p> .05

Dut<ng student teaching 1

l. knew I didn't want to teach

2. not sure 1 wanted to teach

3. thought I might like to try teaching
4. was prctty certain I wanted to teach
5. definitely sure I wanted to teach
Collapsed: 123/4/5

x?2 = 0.7, p » .05

Aftea student teaching I

l. knew I didn't want to teach

2. not sure 1 wanted to teach

3. thought I might like to try teaching
4. was pretty certain I wanted to teach
5. definitely sure I wanted to teach
Collapsed: 123/4/5

x2 = 0.7, p 5 .05

Now 1

1. definitely know 1 do not want to teach
2. am still not sure I want to teach

3. think 1 might continue teaching

4. am pretty certain that I'll continue teaching
5. definitely sure I'll continue to teach
Collapsed: 123/4/5

x? « 0.5, p , .05

-€8-

Normal Joliet
20% 132
16¢% 13¢
172 27%
17% 19¢
12% 29¢

0% 0%
7% 6%
15% 9%
32% 37%
42% 44%
0% 0%
9% 12%
7% 6%
28% 32¢%
51% 441
0% 0%
7% 3%
4% 10%
25% 27%
61% 54%
0% 2%
3% 34
6% 7%
26% 31%
55% 50%




109.) How many times have you been icimai{{v visited Normal Joliet

by your direct supervisor (buildirng principal) {
thes year for the purpose of evaluating your
teaching performance?

1. Never 26% 21%
2. Once 15% 19%
3. Twice 13% 27%
4. Three times 9% 18%
5. Four or more times 19% 6%

Not collapsed
*Significant x2 = 10.4, p ¢ .05

110.) Have these visitations this yeanr by your direct
supervisor (building principal) been frequent
enough and of long enough duration to permit him/
her to accurately evaluate your teaching ability?

1. Definitely not 17% 18%
2. Tend to doubt it 9% 10%
3. Don't know 17% 12%
4. Tend to think so 25% 38¢
5. Absolutely think so 10% 12%

Not collapsed
x2 = 2.4, p > .05
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A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF ILLINOIS STA’E UNIVERSITY ELEMENTARY
TEACHER GRADUATES OF THE REGULAR STUDENT TEACHING AND THE
JOLIET TEACHER EDUCATION CENTER PROGRAMS 1970 - 1971
QUESTIONS CORRESPONDING TO CATEGORIES
A. Demographic: 1, 2, 3, u, 5, 6, 16

B. Postgraduate Employment: 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,
15, 17, 18, 104

c. Student Teaching Placement: 42, 43, 67, 88, 69

D. Undergraduate Prep.: 2u, u6, 50, 52, 53, 75, 76, 79
E. Occurence of Problems: 27, 28, 29, 30, 38, 39, 66
F. College Supervision: 21, 26, 31, 32, 4y, 59, 60, 82

G. Publie School Supervision: 37, uo0, 48, S4, 55, s6, 57, 67,
68, 73, 74, 77, 83

H. Extra-Classroonm Activities: 23, 25, 41, 45, 49, 62, 63, 64,
70, 71, 72, 78, 80

I. Time Commitments: 19, 20, 36
J. Overall Evaluation: 22, 33, 34, 35, 47, 51, 58, 61, 65

K. Commitment: 101, 103, 105, 106, 107, 108




